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Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the 
Missouri Synod. 


(Submitted by Order of Synod [see Proceedings of the 34th Regular 
Convention, p. 113] to the Conferences for Discussion, Synod to Take 
Definite Action Later.) * 





Of the Holy Scriptures. 


1. We teach that the Holy Scriptures differ from all other books 
in the world in that they are the Word of God. They are the Word of 
God because the holy men of God who wrote the Scriptures wrote only 
that which the Holy Ghost communicated to them by inspiration, 
2 Tim. 3,16; 2 Pet.1,21. We teach also that the verbal inspiration of 
the Scriptures is not a so-called “theological deduction,” but that it is 
taught by direct statements of the Scriptures, 2 Tim.3,16; John 
10,35; Rom.3,2; 1Cor.2,13. Since the Holy Scriptures are the 
Word of God, it goes without saying that they contain no errors or 
contradictions, but that they are in all their parts and words the in- 
fallible truth, also in those parts which treat of historical, geograph- 
ical, and other secular matters, John 10, 35. 

2. We furthermore teach regarding the Holy Scriptures that they 
are given by God to the Christian Church for the foundation of faith, 
Eph. 2,20. Hence the Holy Scriptures are the sole source from which 
all doctrines proclaimed in the Christian Church must be taken and 
therefore, too, the sole rule and norm by which all teachers and doc- 
trines must be examined and judged. — With the Confessions of our 
Church we teach also that the “rule of faith” (analogia fidei) accord- 
ing to which the Holy Scriptures are to be understood are the clear 





* The official form of these theses is the German original, Thesen zur 
kurzen Darlegung, etc., drawn up by a committee consisting of F. Pieper, 
F. Wenger, secretary, E. A. Mayer, L. A. Heerboth, and Th. Engelder, and 
published in the Concorp1a THEOLOGICAL MONTHLY of May, 1931. 
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passages of the Scriptures themselves which set forth the individual 
doctrines (Apology. T'riglotta, p. 441, § 60; Mueller, p. 284). The rule 
of faith is not the man-made so-called “totality of Scripture” (“Ganzes 
der Schrift’). 

3. We reject the doctrine which under the name of science has 
gained wide popularity in the Church of our day, that Holy Scripture 
is not in all its parts the Word of God, but in part the Word of God, 
and in part the word of man and hence does, or at least might, 
contain error. We reject this erroneous doctrine as horrible and 
blasphemous, since it flatly contradicts Christ and His holy apostles, 
sets up men as judges over the Word of God, and thus overthrows the 
foundation of the Christian Church and its faith. 


Of God. 


4, On the basis of the Holy Scriptures we teach the sublime ar- 
ticle of the Holy Trinity; that is, we teach that the one true God, 
Deut. 6,4; 1 Cor. 8,4, is the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, 
three distinct persons, but of one and the same divine essence, equal 
in power, equal in eternity, equal in majesty, because each person pos- 
sesses the one divine essence entire, Col. 2,9; Matt.28,19. We hold 
that all teachers and communions that deny the doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity are outside the pale of the Christian Church. The Triune 
God is the God who is gracious to man, John 3, 16—18; 1 Cor. 12, 3. 
Since the Fall no man can believe in the “fatherhood” of God except 
he believe in the eternal Son of God, who became man and reconciled 
us to God by His vicarious satisfaction, 1John2,23; John 14,6. 
Hence we warn against Unitarianism, which in our country has to 
a great extent impenetrated the sects and is being spread particularly 
also through the influence of the lodges. 


Of Creation. 


5. We teach that God has created heaven and earth, and that in 
the manner and in the space of time recorded in the Holy Scriptures, 
especially Gen. 1 and 2, namely, by His almighty creative Word, and 
in six days. We reject every doctrine which denies or limits the work 
of creation as taught in Scripture. In our days it is denied or limited 
by those who assert, ostensibly in deference to science, that the 
world came into existence through a process of evolution; that is, 
that it has, in immense periods of time, developed more or less out 
of itself. Since no man was present when it pleased God to create 
the world, we must look, for a reliable account of creation, to God’s 
own record, found in God’s own book, the Bible. We accept God’s 
own record with full confidence and confess with Luther’s Catechism: 
“T believe that God has made me and all creatures.” 
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Of Man and of Sin. 


6. We teach that the first man was not brutelike nor merely 
capable of intellectual development, but that God created man in His 
own image, Gen. 1, 26.27; Eph. 4, 24; Col. 8, 10, that is, in true knowl- 
edge of God and in true righteousness and holiness and endowed with 
a truly scientific knowledge of nature, Gen. 2, 19—23. 

7. We furthermore teach that sin came into the world by the fall 
of the first man, as described Gen. 3. By this Fall not only he him- 
self, but also all’ his natural offspring have lost the original knowl- 
edge, righteousness, and holiness, and thus all men are sinners already 
by birth, dead in sins, inclined to all evil, and subject to the wrath of 
God, Rom. 5, 12.18; Eph. 2,1—8. We teach also that men are unable, 
through any efforts of their own or by the aid of “culture and science,” 
to reconcile themselves to God and thus to conquer death and 
damnation. 

Of Redemption. 

8. We teach that in the fulness of time the eternal Son of God 
was made man by assuming, from the Virgin Mary through the opera- 
tion of the Holy Ghost, a human nature like unto ours and receiving 
it into His divine person. Jesus Christ is therefore “true God, born 
of the Father from eternity, and also true man, born of the Virgin 
Mary,” true God and true man in one undivided and indivisible 
person. The purpose of this miraculous incarnation of the Son of 
God was that He might become the Mediator between God and men, 
both fulfilling the divine Law and suffering and dying in the place 
of mankind. In this manner God has reconciled the whole sinful 
world unto Himself, Gal. 4,4.5; 3,13; 2 Cor. 5, 18, 19. 


Of Faith in Christ. 


9. Since God has reconciled the whole world unto Himself 
through the vicarious life and death of His Son and has commanded 
that the reconciliation effected by Christ be proclaimed to men in the 
Gospel, to the end that they may believe it, 2 Cor. 5,18.19; Rom. 1, 5, 
therefore faith in Christ is the only way for men to obtain personal 
reconciliation with God, that is, forgiveness of sins, as both the Old 
and the New Testament Scriptures testify, Acts10,43; John 3, 
16—18. 36. By this faith in Christ, through which men obtain the 
forgiveness of sins, is not meant any human effort to fulfil the Law of 
God after the example of Christ, but faith in the Gospel, that is, in 
the forgiveness of sins, or justification, which was fully earned for 
us by Christ and is offered in the Gospel. This faith justifies, not 
inasmuch as it is a work of man, but inasmuch as it lays hold of the 
grace offered, the forgiveness of sins, Rom. 4, 16. 
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Of Conversion. 


10. We teach that conversion consists in this, that a man, having 
learned from the Law of God that he is a lost and condemned sinner, 
is brought to faith in the Gospel, which offers him forgiveness of sins 
and eternal salvation for the sake of Christ’s vicarious satisfaction, 
Acts 11,21; Luke 24, 46.47; Acts 26, 18. 

11. All men, since the Fall, are dead in sins, Eph. 2,1—3, and 
inclined only to evil, Gen. 6,5; 8,21; Rom. 8,7. For this reason, and 
particularly because men regard the Gospel of Christ, crucified for the 
sins of the world, as foolishness, 1 Cor. 2,14, faith in the Gospel, or 
conversion to God, is neither wholly nor in the least part the work of 
man, but the work of God’s grace and almighty power alone, Phil. 
1,29; Eph. 2,8; 1,19; —Jer. 31,18. Hence Scripture calls the faith 
of man, or his conversion, a raising from the dead, Eph.1,20; Col. 
2,12, a being born of God, John 1, 12. 13, a new birth by the Gospel, 
1 Pet. 1, 23—25, a work of God like the creation of light at the creation 
of the world, 2 Cor. 4, 6. 


12. On the basis of these clear statements of the Holy Scriptures 
we reject every kind of synergism, that is, the doctrine that conversion 
is wrought not by the grace and power of God alone, but in part also 
by the cooperation of man himself, by man’s right conduct, his right 
attitude, his right self-determination, his lesser guilt or less evil con- 
duct as compared with others, his refraining from wilful resistance, or 
anything else whereby man’s conversion and salvation is taken out of 
the gracious hands of God and made to depend on what man does or 
leaves undone. For this refraining from wilful resistance or from any 
kind of resistance is also solely a work of grace, which “changes un- 
willing into willing men,” Ezek. 36,26; Phil. 2,18. We reject also the 
doctrine that man is able to decide for conversion through “powers 
imparted by grace,” since this doctrine presupposes that before con- 
version, man still possesses spiritual powers by which he can make 
the right. use of such “powers imparted by grace.” 


18. On the other hand, we reject also the Calvinistic perversion 
of the doctrine of conversion, that is, the doctrine that God does not 
desire to convert and save all hearers of the Word, but only a portion 
of them. Many hearers of the Word indeed remain unconverted and 
are not saved, not because God does not earnestly desire their con- 
version and salvation, but solely because they stubbornly resist the 
gracious operation of the Holy Ghost, as Scripture teaches, Acts 7, 51; 
Matt. 23,37; Acts 13, 46. 

14. As to the question why not all men are converted and iene: 
seeing that God’s grace is universal and all men are equally and 
utterly corrupt, we confess that we cannot answer it. From Scripture 
we know only this: A man owes his conversion and salvation, not to 
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any lesser guilt or better conduct on his part, but solely to the grace 
of God. But any man’s non-conversion is due to himself alone: it is 
the result of his obstinate resistance against the converting operation 
of the Holy Ghost, Hos. 13, 9. 


15. Our refusal to go beyond what is revealed in these two Scrip- 
tural truths is not “masked Calvinism” (“Cryptocalvinism”), but 
precisely the Scriptural teaching of the Lutheran Church as it is 
presented in detail in the Formula of Concord (Triglot, p. 1081, 
88 57—59. 60b. 62. 63; M.; p. 716 f.): “That one is hardened, blinded, 
given over to a reprobate mind, while another, who is indeed in the 
same guilt, is converted again, etc.,— in these and similar questions 
Paul fixes a certain limit to us how far we should go, namely, that 
in the one part we should recognize God’s judgment. For they are 
well-deserved penalties of sins when God so punishes a land or nation 
for despising His Word that the punishment extends also to their 
posterity, as is to be seen in the Jews. And thereby God in some lands 
and persons exhibits His severity to those that are His in order to 
indicate what we all would have well deserved and would be worthy 
and worth, since we act wickedly in opposition to God’s Word and 
often grieve the Holy Ghost sorely; in order that we may live in the 
fear of God and acknowledge and praise God’s goodness, to the ex- 
clusion of, and contrary to, our merit in and with us, to whom He 
gives His Word and with whom He leaves it and whom He does not 
harden and reject.... And this His righteous, well-deserved judg- 
ment He displays in some countries, nations, and persons in order 
that, when we are placed alongside of them and compared with them 
(quam simillimi illis deprehensi, i. e., and found to be most similar to 
them), we may learn the more diligently to recognize and praise 
God’s pure, unmerited grace in the vessels of mercy.... When we 
proceed thus far in this article, we remain on the right way, as it is 
written, Hos. 13,9: ‘O Israel, thou hast destroyed thyself; but in Me 
is thy help.’ However, as regards these things in this disputation 
which would soar too high and beyond these limits, we should, with 
Paul, place the finger upon our lips and remember and say, Rom. 9, 20: 
‘O man, who art thou that repliest against God?” The Formula of 
Concord describes the mystery which confronts us here, not as a mys- 
tery in man’s heart (a “psychological” mystery), but teaches that, 
when we try to understand why “one is hardened, blinded, given over 
to a reprobate mind, while another, who is indeed in the same guilt, is 
converted again,” we enter the domain of the unsearchable judgments 
of God and ways past finding out, which are not revealed to us in 
His Word, but which we shall know in eternal life, 1 Cor. 13, 12. 

16. Calvinists solve this mystery, which God has not revealed in 
His Word, by denying the universality of grace; synergists, by 
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denying that salvation is by grace alone. Both solutions are utterly 
vicious, since they contradict Scripture and since every poor sinner 
stands in need of, and must cling to, both the unrestricted universal 
grace and the unrestricted “by grace alone,” lest he despair and perish. 


Of Justification. 


17. Holy Scripture sums up all its teachings regarding the love 
of God to the world of sinners, regarding the salvation wrought by 
Christ, and regarding faith in Christ as the only way to obtain sal- 
vation, in the article of justification. Scripture teaches that God has 
already declared the whole world to be righteous in Christ, Rom. 5, 19; 
2 Cor. 5, 18 ff.; Rom. 4,25; that therefore not for the sake of their 
good works, but without the works of the Law, by grace, for Christ’s 
sake, He justifies, that is, accounts as righteous, all those who believe 
in Christ, that is, believe, accept, and rely on, the fact that for Christ’s 
sake their sins are forgiven. Thus the Holy Ghost testifies through 
St. Paul: “There is no difference; for all have sinned and come short 
of the glory of God, being justified freely by His grace, through the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus,” Rom. 3,23.24. And again: 
“Therefore we conclude that a man is justified by faith, without the 
deeds of the Law,” Rom. 3, 28. 

18. Through this doctrine alone Christ is given the honor due 
Him, namely, that through His holy life and innocent suffering and 
death He is our Savior. And through this doctrine alone can poor 
sinners have the abiding comfort that God is assuredly gracious to 
them. We reject as apostasy from the Christian religion all doctrines 
whereby man’s own works and merit are mingled into the article of 
justification before God. For the Christian religion is the faith 
that we have forgiveness of sins and salvation through faith in Christ 
Jesus, Acts 10, 43. 

19. We reject as apostasy from the Christian religion not only the 
doctrine of the Unitarians, who promise the grace of God to men on 
the basis of their moral efforts; not only the gross work-doctrine of 
the papists, who expressly teach that good works are necessary to 
obtain justification; but also the doctrine of the synergists, who indeed 
use the terminology of the Christian Church and say that man is 
justified “by faith,” “by faith alone,” but again mix human works into 
the article of justification by ascribing to man a cooperation with God 
in the kindling of faith and thus stray into papistic territory. 


Of Good Works. 


20. Before God only those works are good which are done for the 
glory of God and the good of man, according to the rule of the 
divine Law. Such works, however, no man performs unless he first 
believes that God has forgiven him his sins and has given him eternal 
life by grace, for Christ’s sake, without any works of his own, John 
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15, 4.5. We reject as great folly the assertion, frequently made in our 
day, that works must be placed in the fore, and “faith in dogmas” — 
meaning the Gospel of Christ Crucified for the sins of the world — 
must be relegated to the rear. Since good works never precede faith, 
but are always and in every instance the result of faith in the Gospel, 
it is evident that the only means by which we Christians can become 
rich in good works (and God would have us to be rich in good works, 
Titus 2,14) is unceasingly to remember the grace of God which we 
have received in Christ, Rom. 12,1; 2Cor.8,9. Hence we reject as 
unchristian and foolish any attempt to produce good works by the 
compulsion of the Law or through carnal motives. 


Of the Means of Grace. 


21. Although God is present and operates everywhere throughout 
all creation, and the whole earth is therefore full of the temporal 
bounties and blessings of God, Col.1,17; Acts17,28; 14,17, still we 
hold with Scripture that God offers and communicates to men the 
spiritual blessings purchased by Christ, namely, the forgiveness of sins 
and the treasures and gifts connected therewith, only through the 
external means of grace ordained by Him. These means of grace are 
the Word of the Gospel, in every form in which it is brought to man, 
and the Sacraments of Holy Baptism and of the Lord’s Supper. The 
Word of the Gospel promises and applies the grace of God, works 
faith and thus regenerates man, and gives the Holy Ghost, Acts 20, 24; 
Rom. 10,17; 1Pet.1,23; Gal. 3,2. Baptism, too, is applied for the 
remission of sins and is therefore a washing of regeneration and re- 
newing of the Holy Ghost, Acts 2,38; 22,16; Titus3,5. Likewise 
the object of the Lord’s Supper, that is, of the ministration of the body 
and blood of Christ, is none other than the communication and sealing 
of the forgiveness of sins, as the words declare: “Given for you,” and: 
“Shed for you for the remission of sins,” Luke 22, 19.20; Matt. 26, 28, 
and: “This cup is the New Testament in My blood,” 1 Cor. 11, 23; 
Jer. 31, 31—34 (“New Covenant”). 


22. Since it is only through the external means ordained by Him 
that God has promised to communicate the grace and salvation pur- 
chased by Christ, the Christian Church must not remain at home with 
the means of grace entrusted to it, but go into the whole world with 
the preaching of the Gospel and the administration of the Sacraments, 
Matt. 28, 19. 20; Mark 16, 15. 16. For the same reason also the 
churches at home should never forget that there is no other way of 
winning souls for the Church and keeping them with it than the faith- 
ful and diligent use of the divinely ordained means of grace. What- 
ever activities do not either directly apply the Word of God or sub- 
serve such application we condemn as “new methods,” unchurchly 
activities, which do not build, but harm, the Church. 
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23. We reject as a dangerous error the doctrine which disrupted 
the Church of the Reformation, that the grace and the Spirit of God 
are communicated not through the external means ordained by Him, 
but by an immediate operation of grace. This erroneous doctrine bases 
the forgiveness of sins, or justification, upon a fictitious “infused 
grace,” that is, upon a quality of man, and thus again establishes the 
work-doctrine of the papists. 


Of the Church. 


24. We believe that there is one holy Christian Church on earth, 
the Head of which is Christ and which is gathered, preserved, and 
governed by Christ through the Gospel. 

The members of the Christian Church are the Christians, that is, 
all those who have despaired of their own righteousness before God 
and believe that God forgives their sins for Christ’s sake. The Chris- 
tian Church, in the proper sense of the term, is composed of believers 
only, Acts 5,14; 26,18; which means that no person in whom the 
Holy Ghost has wrought faith in the Gospel, or — which is the same 
thing — in the doctrine of justification, can be divested of his member- 
ship in the Christian Church; and, on the other hand, that no person 
in whose heart this faith does not dwell can be invested with such 
membership. All unbelievers, though they be in external communion 
with the Church and even hold the office of teacher or any other 
office in the Church, are not members of the Church, but, on the con- 
trary, dwelling-places and instruments of Satan, Eph.2,2. This is 
also the teaching of our Lutheran Confessions: “It is certain, however, 
that the wicked are in the power of the devil, and members of the 
kingdom of the devil, as Paul teaches, Eph. 2,2, when he says that 
‘the devil now worketh in the children of disobedience,’ etc.” (Apology. 
Triglot, p. 231, § 16; M., p. 154). 

25. Since it is by faith in the Gospel alone that men become 
members of the Christian Church, and since this faith cannot be seen 
by men, but is known to God alone, 1 Kings 8,39; Acts1,24; 2 Tim. 
2,19, therefore the Christian Church on earth is invisible, Luke 17, 20, 
and will remain invisible till Judgment Day, Col. 3,3.4. In our day 
some Lutherans speak of two sides of the Church, taking the means 
of grace to be its “visible side.” It is true, the means of grace are 
necessarily related to the Church, seeing that the Church is created 
and preserved through them. But the means of grace are not for that 
reason a part of the Church; for the Church in the proper sense of 
the word consists only of believers, Eph. 2,19.20; Acts 5,14. Lest we 
abet the notion that the Christian Church in the proper sense of the 
term is an external institution, we shall continue to call the means 
of grace the “marks” of the Church. Just as wheat is to be found 
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only where it has been sown, so the Church can be found only where 
the Word of God is in use. , 

26. We teach that this Church, which is the invisible communion 
of all believers, is to be found not only in those external church com- 
munions which teach the Word of God purely in every part, but also 
where, along with error, so much of the Word of God still remains 
that men may be brought to the knowledge of their sins and to faith 
in the forgiveness of sins, which Christ has gained for all men, Mark 
16,16; Luke 17,16 (the Samaritans); John 4, 25. 

27. Local Churches or Local Congregations. — Holy Scripture, 
however, does not speak merely of the one Church, which embraces the 
believers of all places, as in Matt.16,18; John 10,16, but also of 
churches in the plural, that is, of local churches, as in 1 Cor. 16,19; 
1,2; Acts 8,1: the churches in Asia, the church of God in Corinth, 
the church in Jerusalem. But this does not mean that there are two 
kinds of churches; for the local churches also, in as far as they are 
churches, consist solely of believers, as we see clearly from the ad- 
dresses of the epistles to local churches; for example, “Unto the 
church which is at Corinth, to them that are sanctified in Christ 
Jesus, called to be saints,’ 1 Cor.1,2; Rom.1,7, ete. The visible so- 
ciety, containing hypocrites as well as believers, is called a church 


only in an improper sense, Matt. 13, 47—50. 24—30. 38 ff. 


28. On Church-Fellowship. — Since God ordained that His Word 
only, without the admixture of human doctrine, be taught and be- 
lieved in the Christian Church, 1 Pet.4,11; John 8,31.32; 1Tim. 
6,3.4, all Christians are required by God to discriminate between 
orthodox and heterodox church-bodies, Matt. 7,15, to have church- 
fellowship only with orthodox church-bodies, and, in case they have 
strayed into heterodox church-bodies, to leave them, Rom. 16,17. We 
repudiate unionism, that is, church-fellowship with the adherents of 
false doctrine, as disobedience to God’s command, as the real cause 
of the origin and continuance of divisions in the Church, Rom. 16, 17; 
2 John 9. 10, and as involving the constant danger of losing the Word 
of God entirely, 2 Tim. 2, 17 ff. 

29. The orthodox character of a Church is established not by its 
mere name nor by its outward acceptance of, and subscription to, an 
orthodox creed, but by the doctrine which is actually taught in its 
pulpits, in its theological seminaries, and in its publications. On the 
other hand, a Church does not forfeit its orthodox character through 
the casual intrusion of errors, provided these are combated and 
eventually removed by means of doctrinal discipline, Acts 20, 30; 
1 Tim. 1, 3. 

30. The Original and True Possessors of All Christian Rights and 
Privileges. — Since the Christians are the Church, it is self-evident 
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that they alone originally possess the spiritual gifts and rights which 
Christ has gained for, and given to, His Church. Thus St. Paul 
reminds all believers: “All things are yours,” 1 Cor. 3, 21.22, and 
Christ Himself commits to all believers the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven, Matt. 16,13—19; 18,17—20; John 20, 22.23, and commis- 
sions all believers to preach the Gospel and to administer the Sacra- 
ments, Matt. 28,19.20; 1 Cor. 11,23—25. Accordingly, we reject all 
doctrines by which this spiritual power or any part thereof is adjudged 
as originally vested in certain individuals or bodies, such as the Pope, 
or the bishops, or the order of the ministry, or the secular lords, or 
councils, or synods, etc. The officers of the Church publicly administer 
their offices only by virtue of delegated powers, conferred on them 
by the original possessors of such powers, and such administration 
remains under the supervision of the latter, Col. 4,17. Naturally all 
Christians have also the right and the duty to judge and decide 
matters of doctrine, not according to their own notions, of course, but 
according to the Word of God, 1John4,1; 1 Pet. 4,11. 


Of the Public Ministry. 

31. By the public ministry we mean the office by which the 
Word of God is preached and the Sacraments are administered by 
order and in the name of a Christian congregation. Concerning this 
office we teach that it is a divine ordinance; that is, the Christians of 
a certain locality must apply the means of grace not only privately 
and within the circle of their families nor merely in their common 
intercourse with fellow-Christians, John 5,39; Eph. 6,6; Col. 3, 16, 
but they are also required, by the divine order, to make provision that 
the Word of God be publicly preached in their midst, and the Sacra- 
ments administered according to the institution of Christ, by persons 
qualified for such work, whose qualifications and official functions are 
exactly defined in Scripture, Titus 1,5; Acts 14, 23; 20, 28; 2 Tim. 2, 2. 

82. Although the office of the ministry is a divine ordinance, it 
possesses no other power than the power of the Word of God, 1 Pet. 
4,11; that is to say, it is the duty of Christians to yield unconditional 
obedience to the office of the ministry whenever, and as long as, the 
minister proclaims to them the Word of God, Heb. 13,17; Luke 10, 16. 
If, however, the minister, in his teachings and injunctions, were to go 
beyond the Word of God, it would be the duty of Christians, not to 
obey, but to disobey him, so as to remain faithful to Christ, Matt. 
23,8. Accordingly, we reject the false doctrine ascribing to the office 
of the ministry the right to demand obedience and submission in 
matters which Christ has not commanded. 

83. Regarding ordination we teach that it is not a divine, but 
a commendable ecclesiastical ordinance (Triglot, p. 525, § 70; M. 
p. 342). 
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Of Church and State. 


34. Although both Church and State are ordinances of God, yet 
they must not be commingled. Church and State have entirely dif- 
ferent aims. By the Church, God would save men, for which reason 
the Church is called the “mother” of believers, Gal. 4,26. By the 
State, God would maintain external order among men, “that we may 
lead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and honesty,” 1 Tim. 
2, 2. It follows that the means which Church and State employ to 
gain their ends are entirely different. The Church may not employ 
any other means than the preaching of the Word of God, John 8, 11; 
18, 36; 2 Cor. 10,4. The State, on the other hand, makes laws bearing 
on civil matters and is empowered to employ for their execution also 
the sword and other corporal punishments, Rom. 13, 4. 

Accordingly we condemn the policy of those who would have the 
power of the State employed “in the interest of the Church” and who 
thus turn the Church into a secular dominion; as also of those who, 
aiming to govern the State by the Word of God, seek to turn the 
State into a Church. 


Of the Election of Grace. 


35. By election of grace we mean this truth, that all those who 
by the grace of God alone, for Christ’s sake, through the means of 
grace, are brought to faith, are justified, sanctified, and preserved in 
faith here in time, that all these have already from eternity been 
endowed by God with faith, justification, sanctification, and preser- 
vation in faith, and this for the same reason, namely, by grace alone, 
for Christ’s sake, and by way of the means of grace. That this is the 
doctrine of Holy Scripture is evident from Eph.1,3—7; 2 Thess. 
2,138.14; Acts 13,48; Rom. 8,28—30; 2Tim.1,9; Matt. 24,22—24 
(cp. Form. of Cone. Triglot, p. 1065, §§ 5.8.23; M., p. 705). 

36. Accordingly we reject as an anti-Scriptural error the doctrine 
that not alone the grace of God and the merit of Christ are the cause 
of the election of grace, but that God has, in addition, found or re- 
garded something good in us which prompted or caused Him to elect 
us, this being variously designated as “good works,” “right conduct,” 
“proper self-determination,” “refraining from wilful resistance,” etc. 
Nor does Holy Scripture know of an election “by foreseen faith,” “in 
view of faith,” as though the faith of the elect were to be placed before 
their election; but according to Scripture the faith which the elect 
have in time belongs to the spiritual blessings with which God has 
endowed them by His eternal election. For Scripture teaches, Acts 
18,48: “And as many as were ordained unto eternal life believed.” 
Our Lutheran Confession also testifies (Triglot, p. 1065, § 8; M., 
p. 705): “The eternal election of God, however, not only foresees and 
foreknows the salvation of the elect, but is also, from the gracious 
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will and pleasure of God in Christ Jesus, a cause which procures, 
works, helps, and promotes our salvation and what pertains thereto; 
and upon this our salvation is so founded that the gates of hell cannot 
prevail against it, Matt. 16,18, as is written John 10,28: ‘Neither 
shall any man pluck My sheep out of My hand’; and again, Acts 
13,48: ‘And as many as were ordained to eternal life believed.’ ” 

37. But as earnestly as we maintain that there is an election of 
grace, or a predestination to salvation, so decidedly do we teach, on the 
other hand, that there is no election of wrath, or predestination to 
damnation. Scripture plainly reveals the truth that the love of God 
for the world of lost sinners is universal, that is, that it embraces all 
men without exception, that Christ has fully reconciled all men unto 
God, and that God earnestly desires to bring all men to faith, to 
preserve them therein, and thus to save them, as Scripture testifies, 
1 Tim. 2,4: “God will have all men to be saved and to come to the 
knowledge of the truth.” No man is lost because God had predesti- 
nated him to eternal damnation. — Eternal election is a cause why the 
elect are brought to faith in time, Acts 18,48; but eternal election is 
not a cause why men remain unbelievers when they hear the Word of 
God. The reason assigned by Scripture for this sad fact is that 
these men judge themselves unworthy of everlasting life, putting the 
Word of God from them and obstinately resisting the Holy Ghost, 
whose earnest will it is to bring also them to repentance and faith 
by means of the Word, Acts 13,46; 7,51; Matt. 23, 37. 

38. To be sure, it is necessary to observe the Scriptural distinction 
between the election of grace and the universal will of grace. This 
universal gracious will of God embraces all men, but the election of 
grace does not embrace all, but only a definite number, whom “God 
hath from the beginning chosen to salvation,” 2 Thess. 2,13, “the 
remnant,” “the seed” which “God left,” Rom. 9, 27—29, “the election,” 
Rom. 11,7; and while the universal will of grace is frustrated in 
the case of most men, Matt. 22,14; Luke 7, 30, the election of grace 
attains its end with all whom it embraces, Rom. 8,28—30. Scripture, 
however, waile distinguishing between the universal will of grace and 
the election of grace does not place the two in opposition to each 
other. On the contrary, it teaches that the grace dealing with those 
who are lost is altogether earnest and fully efficacious for conversion. 
Blind reason indeed declares these two truths to be contradictory; 
but we impose silence on our reason. The seeming disharmony will 
disappear in the light of heaven, 1 Cor. 13, 12. 

39. Furthermore, by election of grace, Scripture does not mean 
that one part of God’s counsel of salvation according to which He will 
receive into heaven those who persevere in faith unto the end, but, 
on the contrary, Scripture means this, that God, before the foundation 
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of the world, from pure grace, because of the redemption of Christ, 
has chosen for His own a definite number of persons out of the cor- 
rupt mass and has determined to bring them, through Word and 
Sacrament, to faith and salvation. 


40. Christians can and should be assured of their eternal election. 
This is evident from the fact that Scripture addresses them as the 
chosen ones and comforts them with their election, Eph. 1,4; 2 Thess. 
2,13. This assurance of one’s personal election, however, springs 
only from faith in the Gospel, from the assurance that God so loved 
the world that He gave His only-begotten Son, that whosoever be- 
lieveth in Him should not perish, but have everlasting life. For God 
sent not His Son into the world to condemn the world; on the con- 
trary, through the life, suffering, and death of His Son He fully 
reconciled the whole world of sinners unto Himself. Faith in this 
truth leaves no room for the fear that God might still harbor thoughts 
of wrath and damnation concerning us. Scripture inculcates that in 
Rom. 8, 32.33: “He that spared not His own Son, but delivered Him 
up for us all, how shall He not with Him also freely give us all things? 
Who shall lay anything to the charge of God’s elect? It is God that 
justifieth.” Luther’s pastoral advice is therefore in accord with Scrip- 
ture: “Gaze upon the wounds of Christ and the blood shed for you; 
there predestination will shine forth” (St. Louis Ed., IT, 181; on Gen. 
26,9). That the Christian obtains the personal assurance of his 
eternal election in this way is taught also by our Lutheran Confes- 
sions (Triglot, p. 1071, § 26; M., p. 709): “Of this we should not judge 
according to our reason nor according to the Law or from any external 
appearance. Neither should we attempt to investigate the secret, con- 
cealed abyss of divine predestination, but should give heed to the 
revealed will of God. For He has made known unto us the mystery of 
His will and made it manifest through Christ that it might be 
preached, Eph. 1, 9 ff.; 2 Tim. 1,9 f.”— In order to insure the proper 
method of viewing eternal election and the Christian’s assurance of it, 
the Lutheran Confessions set forth at length the principle that elec- 
tion is not to be considered “in a bare manner (nude), as though 
God only held a muster, thus: ‘This one shall be saved, that one shall 
be damned’” (Triglot, p. 1065, § 9; M., p. 706); but “the Scriptures 
teach this doctrine in no other way than to direct us thereby to the 
Word, Eph. 1,13; 1 Cor. 7,7; exhort to repentance, 2 Tim. 3,16; urge 
to godliness, Eph.1,14; John 15,3; strengthen faith and assure us 
of our salvation, Eph. 1,13; John 10,27f.; 2 Thess. 2,13f.” (Triglot, 
p. 1067, § 12; M., p. 707). — To sum up, just as God in time draws the 
Christians unto Himself through the Gospel, so He has already in 
His eternal election endowed them with “sanctification of the Spirit 
and belief of the truth,” 2 Thess.2,13. Therefore: If, by the grace 
of God, you believe in the Gospel of the forgiveness of your sins for 
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Christ’s sake, you are to be certain that you also belong to the number 
of God’s elect, even as Scripture, 2 Thess. 2,13, addresses the believing 
Thessalonians as the chosen of God and gives thanks to God for their 
election. 

Of Sunday. 


41. We teach that in the New Testament, God has abrogated the 
Sabbath and all the holy-days prescribed for the Church of the Old 
Covenant, so that neither “the keeping of the Sabbath nor of any 
other day” nor the observance of at least one specific day of the seven 
days of the week is ordained or commanded by God, Col. 2,16; Rom. 
14,5 (Triglot, p.91, §§ 51—60; M., p. 66). 

The observance of Sunday and other church festivals is an or- 
dinance of the Church, made by virtue of Christian liberty (Triglot, 
p. 91, §§ 51—53. 60; M., p. 66; Triglot, p. 603, §§ 83. 85. 89; M., p. 401). 
Hence Christians should not regard such ordinances as ordained by 
God and binding upon the conscience, Col. 2,16; Gal. 4,10. However, 
for the sake of Christian love and peace they should willingly observe 
them, Rom. 14,13; 1 Cor. 14,40 (Triglot, p. 91, §§ 53—56; M., p. 67). 


Of the Millennium. 


42. With the Augsburg Confession (Art. XVII) we reject every 
type of Millennialism, or Chiliasm, the opinions that Christ will return 
visibly to this earth a thousand years before the end of the world and 
establish a dominion of the Church over the world; or that before the 
end of the world the Church is to enjoy a season of special prosperity ; 
or that before the general resurrection on Judgment Day a number of 
departed Christians or martyrs are to be raised again to reign in 
glory in this world; or that before the end of the world a universal 
conversion of the Jewish nation (of Israel according to the flesh) will 
take place. 

Over against this, Scripture clearly teaches, and we teach accord- 
ingly, that the kingdom of Christ on earth will remain under the 
cross until the end of the world, Acts14,22; John 16,33; 18,36; 
Luke 9,23; 14,27; 17,20—37; 2 Tim.4,18; Heb. 12,28; Luke 18, 8; 
that the second visible coming of the Lord will be His final advent, 
His coming to judge the quick and the dead, Matt. 24, 29.30; 25,31; 
2 Tim. 4,1; 2 Thess. 2,8; Heb. 9,26; that there will be but one resur- 
rection of the dead, John 5,28; 6,39.40; that the time of the Last 
Day is, and will remain, unknown, Matt. 24,42; 25,18; Mark 13, 
82.37; Acts 1,7, which would not be the case if the Last Day were to 
come a thousand years after the beginning of a millennium; and that 
there will be no general conversion, a conversion en masse, of the 
Jewish nation, Rom.11,7; 2Oor. 3,14; Rom.11,25; 1 Thess. 2, 16. 
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According to these clear passages of Scripture we reject the whole 
of Millennialism, since it not only contradicts Scripture, but also 
engenders a false conception of the kingdom of Christ, turns the hope 
of Christians upon earthly goals, 1 Cor. 15,19; Col. 3,2, and leads 
them to look upon the Bible as an obscure book. 


Of the Antichrist. 


43. As to the Antichrist we teach that the prophecies of the Holy 
Scriptures concerning the Antichrist, 2 Thess. 2,3—12; 1John 2, 18, 
have been fulfilled in the Pope of Rome and his dominion. All the 
features of the Antichrist as drawn in these prophecies, including the 
most abominable and horrible ones, for example, that the Antichrist 
“as God sitteth in the temple of God,” 2 Thess. 2,4; that he anathe- 
matizes the very heart of the Gospel of Christ, that is, the doctrine of 
the forgiveness of sins by grace alone, for Christ’s sake alone, through 
faith alone, without any merit or worthiness in man (Rom. 3, 20—28; 
Gal. 2,16); that he recognizes only those as members of the Chris- 
tian Church who bow to his authority; and that, like a deluge, he 
had inundated the whole Church with his antichristian doctrines till 
God revealed him through the Reformation, — these very features are 
the outstanding characteristics of the Papacy (cf. Triglot, p. 515, 
§§ 39—41; p. 401, § 45; M., pp. 336. 258). Hence we subscribe to the 
statement of our Confessions that the Pope is “the very Antichrist” 
(Triglot, p. 475, § 10; M., p. 308). 


Of Open Questions. 


44, Those questions in the domain of Christian doctrine may be 
termed open questions which Scripture answers either not at all or 
not clearly. Since neither individuals nor the Church as a whole 
are permitted to develop or augment the Christian doctrine, but are 
rather ordered and commanded by God to continue in the doctrine of 
the apostles, 2 Thess.2,15; Acts2,42, open questions must remain 
open questions. — Not to be included in the number of open questions 
are the following: the doctrine of the Church and the Ministry, of 
Sunday, of Chiliasm, and of Antichrist, these doctrines being clearly 
defined in Scripture. 


Of the Symbols of the Lutheran Church. 


45. We accept as our confessions all the symbols contained in the 
Book of Concord of the year 1580.— The symbols of the Lutheran 
Church are not a rule of faith beyond, and supplementary to, Scrip- 
ture, but a confession of the doctrines of Scripture over against those 
who deny these doctrines. 

46. Since the Christian Church cannot make doctrines, but can 
and should simply profess the doctrine revealed in Holy Scripture, the 
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doctrinal decisions of the symbols are binding upon the conscience not 
because our Church has made them nor because they are the outcome 
of doctrinal controversies, but only because they are the doctrinal 
decisions of Holy Scripture itself. 

47. Those desiring to be admitted into the public ministry of the 
Lutheran Church pledge themselves to teach according to the symbols 
not “in so far as,” but “because,” the symbols agree with Scripture. 
He who is unable to accept as Scriptural the doctrines set forth in the 
Lutheran symbols and their rejection of the corresponding errors must 
not be admitted into the ministry of the Lutheran Church. 

48. The confessional obligation covers all doctrines, not only 
those that are treated ex professo, but also those that are merely 
introduced in support of other doctrines. 

The obligation does not extend to historical statements, “purely 
exegetical questions,” and other matters not belonging to the doc- 
trinal content of the symbols. All doctrines of the symbols are based 
on clear statements of Scripture. 


* 
a 
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„Der Heilige Geift ijt fein Sfeptifus; er hat nicht einen ungewiſſen 
Wahn in unjer Herg geſchrieben, fondern eine fraftige, groke Gewiß— 
eit, die uns nicht wanken läßt, und, will's Gott, nicht wird uns wanken 
laffen, fondern, Gott Lob, jo gewiß macht, als gewiß wir find, dak wir 
jebund natiirlich leben oder givei und drei fünf find.“1) Diefes befannte 
Wort Luthers aus feiner Sdrift De Servo Arbitrio, die wir Lieber nad 
der, wenn aud mangelhaften, fo doc in gefdicdter Weije Luther 
padende Spradje treffenden überſetzung bon Juſtus Jonas geben, feben 
wit an die Spike einer furgen Wiirdigung unfers am 15. Dezember 
1930 heimgegangenen Rollegen D. Friedrich Bente, der fo lange Jahre 
die Redaktionsgeſchäfte unſerer „Lehre und Wehre“ beforgt hat. Denn 
gerade dieſes Bewußtſein, diefe Gewißheit, lebte in dem Hergen diefes 
großen Theologen, und alle feine Verdffentlidungen bringen diefe Ge- 
wißheit in fehr beftimmter Weife gum Ausdrud. Bente war eben ein 
Sedrifttheolog, und die abfolute Wutoritat der von Gott eingegebenen 
irrtumslofen Schrift zeigt fich in feiner gangen Theologie. Und gu- 
gleich. war er ein lutheriſcher Sefenninistheolog, der Luther und 
namentlich die lutheriſchen Bekenntnisſchriften ftudiert und gefannt hat, 
wie dies felten heutgutage der Fall ift und dem jebigen Geſchlecht recht 
als Vorbild vorgeftellt werden darf. Und wenn er in feinen Sdriften 





1) D. Martin Luthers Streitigkit mit Erasmo Rotterodamo vom freien 
Millen betreffende, Anno 1525. Wirtlider und forgfaltig forrigierter Abdruck 
pom Original. Milwaukee, Wis. S.16. St. Louiſer Ausg. XVIII, 1680. 
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gang befonders diefe Sefenntnisfdriften lehrte und trieb und mit ihnen 
argumentierte, fo erflart fic) bas aus feiner Laufbahn und feinem 
Hauptlehrauftrag in feiner mehr als dreifigiahrigen Tatigfeit an 
unſerm theologijden Seminar gu St. Louis. Er war nicht Exeget bon 
Fach, fondern Symbolifer; und während er ftet3 und ſehr entfdieden 
und feft die Schrift als norma normans aufftellte, fo war e3 dod 
andererfeits gang natiirlich, dak er in allen Fragen der firdliden Lehre 
und des firchliden Leben, mit denen er fid) auseinanderzuſetzen hatte, 


befonders die norma normata der Befenntnisfdriften betonte und 
antvandte. 


Wenn wir ihn nun furg in feiner theologiſchen Tatigkeit würdigen, 
fo fehen wir diesmal bon feinem Hauptwerke, der Concordia Triglotia, 
ab, ebenjo bon feinem zweibändigen Werke über American Lutheranism 
und bon andern fleineren Drudfdriften, die im Laufe der Jahre aus 
feiner Feder erfdienen find. Diefe find an einem andern Orte und 
auch ſchon in diefer Zeitſchrift gewürdigt worden;) und e3 wird aud 
in der Zufunft dabei bleiben, dak die Concordia Triglotta, an der er 
die Hauptarbeit getan hat, wirflich ein magnum opus ijt, ſowohl twas 
die Texrtgeftalt betrifft als auch namentlicd) die fehr grimbdliden und 
wertvollen hiſtoriſchen Cinleitungen, die auf jahrelangen Studien ruhen. 
Wir befdhranfen uns vielmehr in diefer überſicht hauptiadlid auf feine 
bielen lehrreiden und griindliden Artifel in unferer ,ehre und 
Wehre“, die ſich durch dreißig Jahrgänge, bon 1894 bis 1924, hindurdh- 
ziehen. Dieſe Artikel find ſehr verſchiedenen Inhalts und auch ſehr ver- 
ſchiedener Art, bewegen ſich aber hauptſächlich auf ſyſtematiſch-hiſtori— 
ſchem Gebiete; denn Bente war durch ſeine ganze Geiſtesanlage auf 
das ſyſtematiſche Gebiet gewieſen. Durch ſeine hervorragende philo— 
ſophiſche Schulung beherrſchte er auch alle die Fragen, die von der 
Philoſophie öfters in die Theologie geworfen werden; aber gerade da 
zeigte ſich auch wieder fein unerſchütterlich feſter bibliſch-lutheriſcher 
Standpunkt, der ihn bewog, alle Vernunft und alle Vernunftſpekulation 
gefangenzunehmen unter den Gehorſam Chriſti und alle ſolche Fragen 
nach Schrift und Bekenntnis zu beurteilen. Und daß er gerade auch mit 
Vorliebe hiſtoriſche Gegenſtände behandelte, hing teils zuſammen mit 
ſeinen Fachſtudien, dba die Symbolik eben ein ſyſtematiſch-hiſtoriſches 
Fach iſt, teils mit ſeiner langjährigen Tätigkeit als Redakteur unſerer 
theologiſchen Monatsſchrift, die ihn immer veranlaßte, auf wichtige 
Zeiterſcheinungen und Zeitfragen, aber auch auf ältere hiſtoriſche Ma- 
terien eingugehen und fie ind Licht der Sehrift und de3 Vefenntniffes gu 
ftellen. Wir haben im Intereſſe diefer Darſtellung mieder die Yahr- 
gange der „Lehre und Wehre“ von 1894 bis gum Jahre 1924, als ein 
Sdlaganfall Bente die Feder aus der Sand nahm, iiberflogen, zum 
Reil wieder gelefen, und find gang ergriffen von der Reichhaltigkeit, 





2) Sutheraner 86, 489; 87, 10; Concorpra THEOLOGICAL MONTHLY, 2, 81. 
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Mannigfaltigfeit und Griindlicdfeit feiner Beiträge. Diefe Artikel wer⸗ 
den oft in einer Nummer beendet, aber ebenfooft gehen fie auch durch 
mebrere Nummern; ſogleich fein erfter Urtifel, der auch ſchon recht den 
Zon feiner Studien und das Zentrum feiner Theologie angibt, „Die 
Lehre von der Redhtfertigung nad der Apologie” (40, 144),3) den er, 
nachdem er ein balbe3 Jahr guvor in die Fafultat eingetreten war, im 
Mai 1894 begann. Und folder Artifel, die gerade die Lehre unferer 
Bekenntniſſe gur Darſtellung bringen, findet fic) noc eine groke An⸗ 
gabl. So fdrieb er über die Stellung der Lutherifden Symbole gur 
Schrift — ein Beweis dafiir, dak unfer Befennini3 die wörtliche Inſpi—⸗ 
tation vertritt (42, 33). „Geſetz und Evangelium: Bue und gute 
Werke. Vornehmlid nad Artifel IV, V und VI der Konfordienformel.“ 
(68, 241.) „Was lehrt das Bekenntnis bom Weſen de3 redjtfertigen- 
den Glaubens?“ (50,385.) „Das Korrelat des redtfertigenden Glau- 
bens.“ (51, 289.) „Der notwendige Zufammenhang aiwifden dem 
Glauben und feinem Objeft.“ (51,529.) „Woher hat der Glaube das, 
dak er geredjt und felig macht?“ (52,241.) Gerade infolge feines 
eingehenden Studiums der Iutherifden Befenntnijje nahm er in den 
modernen firdliden Cinigungsbeftrebungen den ridhtigen biblifd- 
lutherijden Standpunft ein und bat ihn flar und beftimmt gum Aus- 
druck gebracht; und ebenfo erfannte er ſcharf den mit religidfen Lappen 
ausgeſchmückten PBagifismus der Gegenwart und den modernen kirch⸗ 
lichen Wftivi8mus, der aus dem Changelium ein neues Gefeb fiir die 
Weltverhalinifje und aus der Kirche ein fogiales Wobhlfahrtsinjtitut 
madjen midjte (social gospel). 

Sn andern Artifeln hat Bente dann Pringipien und Fragen der 
Dogmatif aufgerollt und in tiefgrabender und griindlider Weiſe be- 
handelt. So findet fich ſchon bald eine längere Abhandlung, die mit 
verſchiedenen Unterbrechungen in acht Nummern ſich fortſetzt, über die 
Frage: „Wie unterſcheidet ſich die Erkenntnis auf natürlichem und 
geiſtlichem Gebiet?“ (45,9—49,201.) Da erörtert er zuerſt, was Er⸗ 
kenntnis überhaupt iſt, ſodann twas der Gegenſtand der Erkenntnis auf 
natürlichem und geiſtlichem Gebiete iſt, und endlich, was die Quelle der 
Erkenntnis iſt. Wir laſſen hier zur Probe einige Sätze folgen, um die 
Griindlidfeit und Selbſtändigkeit ber Gedanken gu zeigen. Bente führt 
aus: ,Die geiftlide Erkenntnis unterfdeidet ſich bon der natürlichen 
dDurd ihren Gegenftand und nicht etwa bloß durch größere Vollftandig- 
feit und Vollfommenheit der Crfenninis mit Bezug auf denfelben Gegen- 
ftand. Darin befteht der Unterfdied nidt, dak die natiirlide Erkenntnis 
an ber Oberfladje der Dinge haften bliebe, die geiftliche aber bis ins 
Innere derfelben vordränge. Die geiftlide Erkenntnis ijt nidt etwa 
blog dex Art und dem Grade nad Harer, deutlider, vollftandiger, all- 
jeitiger, tiefer und volllommener alé die natiirlidje. Die geiftlide Er⸗ 





8) Alle Hinweife und Zitate find einfad nah Band und Seitenzahl von 
Lehre und Wehre“ gegeben. 
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fennini3 verbalt fic) gur natiirliden nidt wie die Erfenntnis eines 
Fachmannes gur Erfenntnis eines Qaien. Wer die chriftlide Erkenntnis 
gleichfam nur als die Blitte der natürlichen betradhtet, hat eine redhte 
Vorftellung meder von der natiirlicken nod von der geiſtlichen Cr- 
fennini3. Das Chriftentum begeidnet nicht, wie man oft fagt, die 
höchſte Stufe geiſtlicher, natürlicher Entwicklung de3 Menſchengeſchlechts. 
Comte faſelte: Die religiös-poetiſche Weltanſchauung (der aud das 
Chrijtentum angehöre) begeichne die erfte und unterjte, die abjtratt- 
philofophifde oder metaphyfifde die zweite und die pofitiv-wiffen- 
fdaftlicje die lebte und höchſte Stufe in dem Entwicklungsgange der 
menfdliden Crfennini3. Wir fehren da3 nun nicht etwa um und ber- 
andern nicht bloß die Ordnung, fo dak und als letzte und höchſte Ent- 
widlungsftufe de3 menfdliden Crfennens das Chrijtentum gu fteben 
fame. Uns ijt die geijtlide Erkenntnis ebenfowenig Cvolution der 
natirliden, als uns die natiirlide Erkenntnis Devolution der geijt- 
lichen ijt. üÄhnlich müßte ſich freilich die Sade verhalten, wenn der 
Chriftianismus mit dem ,Naturalismus‘ die Erfenntnisgegen|tande ge- 
meinfam hatte. Denn ijt der Gegenftand derfelbe, fo fann nur nod 
die Qualitat und OQuantitat de3 Erfennens einen Unterſchied begründen, 
und die geiftlide Crfenntnis fann fic) von der natiirliden nur nod 
unterfdeiden durch größere Vollftandigfeit und Vollfommenheit. Die 
Erkenntnis natiirlider Wabhrheiten, wie fie fid in den Schriften ge- 
feierter Philofophen und der Manner der Wilfenfdaften fpiegelt, iſt 
ohne Zweifel die reine Stiimperet gegen die Erfenntnis, welche Adam 
und Eva im Paradiefe hatten. Und doch enthielt die Erfenninis Adams 
im Stande der Unjduld fein Yota von der eigentlicjen geijtliden oder 
chriſtlichen Erfenntni3, meder explicite nod implicite. Warum? Weil 
Die der geiſtlichen Exrfenntni3 gugrundeliegenden Tatſachen tweder actu 
nod potentia enthalten waren in dem Adam gegebenen Crfenntnis- 
gegenftande. Dasfelbe gilt auch bon der geſchwächten, verderbten, aber 
nad 1 Mof. 3,22 um ein trauriges Stic, um das Sündenbewußtſein, 
bermehrten Erkenntnis des gefallenen Menſchen. Denn daraus, daf er 
gefallen ift, folgt fiir ben Menſchen nur, dak er verloren ijt, und nie 
und nimmer, daß Gott fich feiner erbarmen müſſe oder werde. Die 
natiirlide Erfenntnis verhalt ſich aur geiftliden meder wie der Teil gum 
Gangen nod) wie die erfte Stufe einer Entwicklung gur lebten noch auch 
wie Der Grund gur Folge oder mie die Rramiffen gum Schluß. Geijt- 
lide und natiirlide Erfenntnis find nicht Sproſſen derfelben Leiter, nicht 
Potengen derfelben Kraft, nicht Erfenntnismodi derjelben Tätigkeit mit 
Begug auf diefelben Gegenftande. Ebenſowenig wie die Akuſtik eine 
potengierte Optik ift, ift die chriftlide Erfenntnis eine bloke Verftartung 
der natiirliden und die natiirlide Erfenntnis eine bloße Abſchwächung 
der geiftliden. Es handelt fich bier eben um gang verfdiedene Er- 
fenntnidgebiete und nidjt bloß um verfdjiedene Stufen der Erfenntnis 
auf demfelben Gebiet.” (45, 65. 66.) 
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Seder, der diefe und andere Artifel Bentes lieſt, wird finden, dak 
das nicht ſchnell hingetworfene Worte und Sage find, fondern daß alles 
wohl und griindlid) durddadt ijt. Und immer ift e3 wahrhaft er- 
frijdjend, gu Tefen, wie er auf die flaren, beftimmten Ausfagen des 
lutheriſchen Bekenntniſſes guriidgeht. Und das find dann nidt etwa 
nur trodene Wuseinanderfebungen, fondern man erfennt bald, nament- 
lich in den Artifeln, die befonders die Lehren des Bekenntniſſes gur 
Darſtellung bringen, wie Bente den feelforgerliden Charafter der luthe⸗ 
tijden Kirche und gerade ihres Grundbefenntnifjes, der Augsburgiſchen 
Ronfeffion, fharf und flar erfannt hat, die immer wieder die Rückſicht 
auf die conscientiae piae ac pavidae oder perterrefactae hervorhebt 
und die Getwiffen gur HeilSgewifheit, gum Frieden und gur Freibeit des 
Glaubens von faljden geiftliden Vindungen führen twill.4) Bentes ganze 
Theologie geht immer bom Mittelpuntt aller wahren Theologie, von der 
Gnadenlehre, aus und fiihrt immer wieder gu diefem Mittelpunkte gu- 
rück. Er Hebt auch berbor, warum und wodurd die Auguijtana das 
Bekenntnis des gefamten Luthertums auf Erden werden mute und 
getworden und geblieben ijt, fo daß eben eine Gemeinde in dem Augen⸗ 
bli, two fie das Augsburger Bekenntnis aufgibt, aufhört, lutherifd gu 
fein, und dak der eigentlide, redjte Name fiir lutheriſche Gemeinden 
oder Rirden die Begeidnung „Kirchen Augsburgijden Befennt- 
niſſes“ ijt. 

Gefonders hat dann Bente in feinen Artifeln aud) Stellung ge- 
nommen in Fragen, die die Rirde der Gegenwart und gang befonders 
die lutheriſche Rirde Amerifas betwegen. Da finden wir Artifel wie 
„Die Stellung der Generalfynode gur Auguftana” (48,79), ,Die Bue 
fpirationslehre in der lutheriſchen Kirche Amerifas” (48,129) und eine 
AWbhandlung gum Reformationsfejft iiber ,Luthertum und Amerifaner- 
tum“ (48,321). Gr bat gerade auch in den Lehrfampfen, die unfere 
Synode je und je fiihren mufte, befonder3 in den letzten dreigig Jahren, 
das Wort ergriffen und Haren Beſcheid gegeben, und zwar nicht nur 
über die Hauptfragen, fondern auch iiber Punfkte, die mit hereingegogen 
wurden. Es darf dabei nidjt iiberfehen werden, da gu derfelben Beit 
in ,ehre und Wehre“ aud immer unjere Sdhrifttheologen, D. Stöck⸗ 
harbdt als erafter Creget und der längſte Mitarbeiter, den „Lehre und 
Were“ je gehabt hat, der durd die Klarheit und Beſtimmtheit feiner 
dogmatifden Ansfiihrungen weit und breit befannte D. Pieper, mit die 
Kämpfe führten und die Mufer im GStreite waren, während D. A. L. 
Grabner feit 1897 dasſelbe tat im Theological Quarterly. Uber es fiel 
Bente gu, iiber die Vorgange im eingelnen gu beridten und mande der 
Angriffe zurückzuweiſen. So fdrieb er, als infolge der freien interfyno- 
dalen Ronferengen die Frage bon der analogia fidei aufgefommen war, 
einen längeren Artifel: „Was lehrt Miffourt von der Analogie des 
Glaubens nicht?“ (50,382.) Er hat dann auch gerade itber diefe freien 





4) Triglotta, 54, 15. 19. 
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RKonferengen und andere twidhtige Verjammilungen Beridt erftattet, fo 
Dak ſeine Urtifel außerordentlich wichtig find fiir die letzten dreißig Jahre 
amerikaniſch⸗lutheriſcher Kirchengeſchichte. So behandelte er in einem 
ſeiner gehaltreichen Vorworte, mit denen immer der neue Jahrgang der 
„Lehre und Wehre“ eröffnet wurde, die „freien Konferenzen“ iiber- 
haupt (52, 1), oder er ſchrieb einen beſonderen Bericht über eine ſolche 
Konferenz, wie über die „interſynodale Konferenz in Fort Wayne“ 
(52,529). Auf dieſen freien Konferenzen war auch die Frage von 
der Gebetsgemeinſchaft der verſchiedenen Teilnehmer rege getworden, 
und aus dem Kreiſe de3 dDamaligen Generalfongils heraus wurde ihm 
geſchrieben: „Mit grokem Intereſſe bin ich den Verhandlungen der 
interfynodalen Ronfereng in Detroit gefolgt. Mit vielen andern nun 
habe ich mich itber die Stellung der miffourifden Brüder getwundert, 
welche mit groker Entidiedenheit ſich weigerten, die Sibungen mit ge- 
meinfdaftlidem Gebet gu eröffnen. Die Griinde, welche fiir fie diefe 
Stellung bedingten, find mir nicht Har — gang und gar nidt. Go viel 
ijt mix aber vollkommen flar, dak nur die allerbeften Griinde fie be- 
ftimmten, die Forderung der Obioer und Jowaer abguiveifen. Ich 
glaube bon gangem Gergen, daß diefe Nidtmiffouriern und der Welt 
gegeniiber unangenehme Stellung Miſſouri eine Gewiſſensſache iſt. 
Weit bin id davon entfernt, es als Hartnäckigkeit, Starrſinn und Lieb- 
loſigkeit auszulegen. Es wäre ja in Anbetracht des Zweckes der Kon⸗ 
ferenz viel leichter für Ihre Synodalbrüder geweſen, hätten dieſelben 
in dieſem Punkte nachgegeben. Gerade deshalb aber möchte ich wiſſen, 
wie und womit die Miſſouriſynode dieſe Stellung begründet.“ (51, 53.) 
Bente antwortete darauf — es iſt übrigens beachtenswert, wie die 
überſchriften vieler ſeiner Artikel in Frageform ſich bewegen —: 
„Warum können wir keine gemeinſamen Gebetsgottesdienſte mit 
Ohioern und Jowaern veranſtalten und behalten?“ (51,49) und führte 
nun aus: Nicht weil wir fie etwa fiir keine Chriſten mehr halten, ſon⸗ 
dern weil fie in widtigen Stiiden bon Gottes Wort und dem lutheriſchen 
Bekenntnis abgefallen find und teil fonnenflare Gotte3- und Bekennt⸗ 
ni8worte Glauben3- und Gebet3gemeinfdaft mit foldjen verbieten. In 
gleidhem Yntereffe ftellte er dar ,die neue und die alte Lehre der Obio- 
fonode bon der allgemeinen Redjtfertigung” (51,385). 


Uber er befdrantte ſich nidt auf hiſtoriſche Studien der Neugeit, 
fondern ftellte aud) Unterfudungen an iiber altere Fragen, die immer 
Dogmenhiftorifd und praktiſch wichtig bleiben, tie iiber die Frage: „Hat 
fidh Luther gum Synergismus Melandthons befannt?“ (53, 481.) 
Wenn eine bedeutende Perfinlidfeit durd) den Tod abgerufen worden 
war, jo pflegte er oft in der Abteilung „Kirchlich⸗Zeitgeſchichtliches“ 
Darauf Begug gu nehmen, und diefe Abteilung ift eine wahre Fund- 
grube firdhengefdidtlicjer Mitteilungen, immer mit gefundlutherifder 
Beurteilung; aber bisweilen erfolgte aud) ein ganger Artifel. So bei 
dem Ubleben Papft Leos XIII. (49,257). Diefer Artifel enthielt eine 
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gange Charatterijtif der Perfinlidfeit gegeniiber den vielen Lobſprüchen 
hüben und driiben ſeitens befannter Proteftanten: Fürſten, Politifer, 
Theologen und Redatteure. Bente gab fiir diefe Unfenntnis de3 wahren 
Weſens de3 Papfttums drei Urfaden an: 1. fraffe Unfenntnis der 
hiſtoriſchen Tatjaden; 2. perſönliches oder politiſches Intereſſe; 3. Un⸗ 
tüchtigkeit der natürlichen Vernunft, den Papſt recht gu beurteilen, weil 
ſie Chriſtum nicht kennt. Und dann folgte ſeine eigene Beurteilung: 
Reo war ein Götzendiener, ein Heide, ein Kirchenthrann, ein Staats⸗ 
feind, ein Bibelfeind, ein Reger, der Antichriſt; und immer wurde der 
Beweis aus der Geſchichte gegeben. 

Gente gog auch andere Materien in den Kreis ſeiner Betrachtung. 
Go finden wir Artifel über Evolution (46, 8), iiber die neue GHeil- 
methode (magnetic healing) Weltmerism (46, 65), über ,, Bibel, Evo⸗ 
lutionismus und die Wiffenfdaften” (50,215). Cine Perle ift feine 
Wbhandlung ,Der Religionsunterridt in der modernen Padagogif” 
(45,193) und fehr zeitgemäß die andere Unterjudung über ,,Religion 
in Den Staat3fdulen” (49,65). Als die Babel-Bibelfrage namentlid 
durch Friedrid) Delitzſch aufgerollt worden war, unterrichtete er die 
Refer auch dariiber in dem Artifel ,Der gegentwartige Kampf auf 
dem Gebiete der Wffyriologie” (49, 16). Dabei beachtete er auch die 
Grengen, die Dem menſchlichen Wiſſen geftedt find, und ftellte ſich nicht, 
als ob er alle3 wiffe. Es iſt heutgutage bet der Vielgeftaltigfeit des 
theologifden Arbeitsgebiets unmöglich, auf allen Gebieten auf dem 
laufenden gu bleiben und gut orientiert gu fein. Da pflegte er dann 
aus den Sdriften anderer ausfiihrlide Mitteilungen gu maden und 
nur eigene furge Semerfungen eingufiigen. Go finden fich nicht bloß in 
feinen gebaltvollen Rezenſionen, fondern aud in Artifelform die twert- 
vollſten Mitteilungen aus der geitgendffifden Literatur. Auch eminent 
praftijde Whhandlungen fehlen nit, fo, wenn er die Frage erdrterte: 
„Welche Bewandtnis hat e3 mit dem Leiden in der Welt?” (43,8) oder 
die firdhengefdhicdtlid immer geitgemake Frage: „Welches ijt die eingige 
Weiſe, Bertrennung in der Chriftenheit gu verbhiiten und gu heilen?“ 
(48, 2038.) 

Und bei dem allem vergaß er nicht feine eigene Synode, fondern 
hat auch Urtifel geſchrieben, die als eine ernfte Mahnſtimme an uns er- 
gingen. Go in dem Voriwort, als „Lehre und Webhre” ein halbes Jahr⸗ 
hundert binter fich hatte (50,1); fo bei unferm fiinfgigiabrigen Gyno- 
daljubilaum im Jahre 1897 in dem gewiſſenſchärfenden Artifel ,,Woran 
liegt e8, wenn einer Rirdengemeinfdaft die lautere Wahrheit des gött⸗ 
lichen Worts verlorengeht?” (43,97.) Und mit den Jahren wurde 
feine Renntnis immer reidjer, immer tiefer und feine heilige Begeifte- 
rung fiir die Iutherifde Kirche und ihr gutes Befenntnis immer bren- 
nender. Aus ſeinen legten Jahren ftammt eine Wusfiihrung über Luther 
als den Vater des ebangelifden RKirdenliedes. Das war mit nur ge- 
ringeren Anderungen und Streichungen eine lidtvolle Sdrift von 
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D. Paul Althaus (66,347). In einer Anmerfung jagt Bente: „Ich 
muf, bier befennen, dak die Danfbare Freude iiber unfern Luther bei mir 
fein Ende nehmen will. Auch was das KRirdenlied betrifft, fteht er 
eingigartig dba. Die herrlidften und unvergänglichſten Lieder unferer 
Kirche ftammen bon ihm. Allen folgenden RKirdenliedern haben fie das 
Geprage gegeben. Geine Lieder bilden die Norm, nach der man ire 
kirchliche Cchtheit pritfen fann. Cr hat in dem Changelium bon der 
freien Gnade Gottes die redte Quelle angebohrt und aufgetan, aus 
der allein alle wahrhaft geiftlidjen und gottwoblgefalligen Lieder fließen. 
Ex ift e3 aud, der das geijtlide Lied gu einem wefentliden Veftandteil 
unſers Gemeindegottesdienftes erhoben hat. Bugleid begeugen die 
Lutherlieder (ſowie aud) der gange Liederjtrom, den fie ausgeloft haben), 
und zwar fo getwaltig tie ſonſt wohl nichts andere3, dak die Reformation 
nidt, wie die Rimlinge verleumbden, im Grunde eine tweltlide Ynter- 
effenfrage twar, fondern eine religiöſe Ungelegenheit, wie fie nirgends 
reiner und realer feit den Tagen der Apoftel in die Erſcheinung ge- 
treten ift. Zugleich freuen wir uns gerade auch dariiber, dak folde 
Stimmen wie die hier bon Withaus mitgeteilte von Deutſchland fommen. 
Wo man fo nod ſchreiben fann, wie das hier der Fall ijt, da muh fid 
nod) bet den Sdhreibern ſowohl wie bet ihren Lefern ein gut Stic edten 
Luthertums finden. Wie follten aud die Deutſchen ihres Luthers ver- 
gefien, fiir die er gelebt, geftritten und fo Großes getan hat? Bt 3 
dod) nad dem großen Zuſammenbruch (infolge des Welttrieg3), ja ge- 
rade durch denfelben wieder fonnenflar getworden, dak Luther der weit? 
aus größte Mann ijt, den Gott je dem deutfden Volfe und feit der 
Reformation der gangen Welt gegeben hat.” 

So könnten wir fortfabren, eingelne Artifel Bentes herausgu- 
gteifen und gu befpredjen, aber der Raum will es nidt geftatten. Wir 
werden bielleidt {pater die überſchriften der nod nicht erwähnten Saupt- 
artifel nadtragen, ohne abfolute Vollftandigfeit gu begweden. Aber fiir 
uns perſönlich war diefe fleine Unterſuchung, diefe3 Zuriidgehen in die 
Vergangenheit, von nidt geringem Werte. Es war die Beit, als die 
Glieder unferer Fakultät nod) nidt fo viel mit andern Angelegenheiten 
in Unjprud) genommen wurden, fondern, mie e3 eben bei Bente der 
all war, fic) recht vertiefen fonnten in ihr theologifdes Studium. 
Wenn wir uns nun dod alle, wo wir durd feinen Heimgang twieder recht 
erinnert worden find an die köſtliche Gabe, die und Gott in ihm befdert 
hat, recht vertiefen twollten in feine griindliden und dod) gugleich immer 
zeitgemäßen Urtifel und ebenfo in die Beitrage unferer andern großen 
THheologen! Was fiir reiche Schätze enthalten die vielen Yabrgange un- 
ferer ,Rehre und Wehre“! Wenn wir dod ein Regifter gu den fiinfund- 
fiebgig Yabrgangen Hatten, da8 wenigſtens die Sauptartifel regiftrierte 
und dadurch befannter und guganglider madte! Diefe gange Vergegen- 
twartigung der Lebensarbeit Bentes war mir perſönlich ein Anlaß gur 
Selbjtpriifung, und aud) die efer diefer Zeitfdrift wollen ay Sade 
nicht unterlaffen. &. F. 
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Moſes hatte im 12. Rapitel den RKultusort, im 14. Rapitel die 
Kultushandlungen, im 16. Rapitel die Kultusgeiten dargelegt, ,wahrend 
in der Reihe der Organe des Gottesftaates iiberhaupt (der ,Amtleute‘, 
Ridter, Könige, Rap. 16,18 f.; 17,14 — Rap. 20) aud die RKultus- 
perfonen befproden (Rap. 18, 1—8), die wahren Propheten [wir 
twiirden fagen: Der ware Prophet] aber auch nicht vergeffen worden 
twaren, Rap. 18,15—19”. (König, Das Deuteronomium, S.9.) Konig 
felber gibt aber gu, dak Rap. 16,21—17,7 in diefem Komplex jtebe, 
„ohne dak ein innerer Zuſammenhang in dem bet Rap. 16, 18—20 er- 
wähnten Thema des Abfchnitts 16,18—19,11 entdeckt werden kann“ 
(Geite 135). 

Das 18. Rapitel fangt alſo an mit Vorfdriften über das levitiſche 
Prieftertum, V.1—8. Hierauf warnt der HErr fein Volk vor den 
Greueln der Cinwohner Ranaans, ſonderlich vor ihrer heidniſchen Wahr⸗ 
fageret und Zauberet. Golder Sinn foll dem Volf Israel gang fern- 
Tiegen. „Du aber folljt ohne Wandel fein mit dem HErrn, deinem Gott“ 
(wörtlich: „Vollkommen follft du fein in deiner Begiehung, deinem 
Verhaltnis gu Gott”). Bu diefer Bedeutung de3 oy vergleicde Pſ. 
18,24; Gen. 34,21; 1Kön. 8, 61. Dein ganges Verhaltnis, deine 
gange Gefinnung Gott gegeniiber foll vollfommen fein; du follft ,,Gott 
rückhaltlos ergeben fein”. (Gefenius-Gubl, Hebraifches Handwörter⸗ 
buch, sub verbo.) Won folcher Chrfurcht und von foldem Vertrauen 
gu dem OHErrn, deinem Gott, gu feiner Macht, feiner Weisheit, feiner 
Gnade, follft du erfiillt fein, dak du gar nicht auf den Gedanfen kommſt, 
folde Dinge erforfden gu wollen, tie fie die Heiden, die bon Gott nichts 
wiſſen, bon ihren Zauberern und Wahrſagern gu erfahren ſuchen. Bei- 
fpiele der göttlichen Allmacht und Gnade, wodurch fic der HErr als 
Sehovah, den wahren Bundesgott, betwiefen hatte, hatte ja Moſes ihnen 
genug bor Augen gehalten. Mun wird diefer Unterſchied zwiſchen Israel 
und den Heiden näher ausgefiihrt. „Denn diefe Volfer, die du ein- 
nehmen tvirjt, gehorden den Tagewählern und Weisfagern; aber du 
follft dich nicht alfo halten gegen den HErrn, deinen Gott” (wörtlich: 
„Und du, nicht alfo hat gegeben, erlaubt, gejtattet, dir dDer HErr dein 
Gott”). jn2 wie Gen. 20,6; 31,7; Ex. 8, 19. Man fonnte iiber- 
feben: Nicht jo etwas, nicht eine ſolche Befchaffenheit, hat dir Gott 
gegeben. 2 heißt fo, bon folder Beſchaffenheit, 3.6. Hiob 9,35; 1 Kin. 
10,12. Alſo von folcher VBefchaffenheit gu fein und fo gu tun wie die 
Heiden, hat dir der HErr, dein Gott, nicht geftattet. Dabei kommſt du 
aber nicht gu furg. Traue nur deinem Gott! Er, der bisher fic) deiner 
angenommen, der bi8her in Mofes einen Propheten dir gegeben Hat, 
dir das Wort Gottes gu verfiindigen, der hat auf deinen Wunſch hin 
(B.16) auch fiir die Zukunft geforgt. Nun fommt die herrliche Ver- 
heißung bon dem Propheten ahnlich wie Mofes. In der Mitte des 
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Buches ftehend, begeicdhnet fie den Höhepunkt der Wbfdiedsreden Mofis, 
das Zentrum, um das fic alles dreht, den helleuchtenden Mittelpuntt, 
auf den alle Reden hinweijen und bon dem aus Licht auf fie alle fallt. 


V. 15 enthalt die Verheipung in zwei Teilen. Cinmal wird die 
Befdaffenheit des Propheten befdhrieben, fodann wird dem Volk feine 
Pflicht diefem Propheten gegeniiber eingefdarft. V. 16 wird dann der 
erjte Teil bon V. 15 meiter ausgefiihrt, V. 19 der zweite Teil, und gwar 
fo, Dak der Begriff Prophet, V. 15 und 17a, in BV. 18b erlautert twird, 
wahrend der Ausdruck „wie mid”, BV. 15, ,wie du biſt“, V. 17, teils in 
V. 16, teils Deut. 34, 10—12 meiter auSgefiihrt wird. Bu diefer AWus- 
führung de3 Gedanfens vergleidt König gut Gen. 2,8—15, wo (in 
gang ähnlicher Weiſe wie hier in V.9—14) B.8a und in BV. 15 B.8b 
entfaltet wird. 

V. 15: Einen Propheten aus deiner Mitte, aus deinen Britdern, 
wie mid, Dem entiprechend, was ich bin, wird erwecken dir Yehovah, dein 
Gott; auf den follt ihr hiren. ,Cinen Propheten”, 822, Die Ety⸗ 
mologie des Wortes ift umftritten. Wir gehen daher hier nicht näher 
Darauf ein, gumal fich die Bedeutung de3 Wortes Har und deutlich aus 
dem Gebraud) deSfelben ergibt. Gott felber hat dies Wort gedeutet. 
Ex. 4,14 fagt er dem Mofes, der feine ſchwere Bunge als Vorwand ge- 
braudt hatte, um feine Weigerung, nach Wgypten gu gehen, gu bez 
ſchönigen, dak fein Sruder Waron beredt fei, und fahrt dann in B. 15. 16 
fort: „Du follft gu ihm reden und die Worte in feinen Mund legen... . 
Er foll fiir dich gum Volk reden, er foll dein Mund fein, und du follft 
fein Gott fein.” Ex.7,1 wird gerade um dieſes Umſtandes willen 
Yaron als der Prophet des Mofes begeichnet: „Aaron, dein Bruder, 
foll dein Prophet fein’, wie das gum überfluß beftatigt wird durd 
V. 2, wo es heift: „Du follft reden alles, was ich dir gebieten werde; 
aber Waron, dein Bruder, foll e3 bor Pharao reden.” Cin Prophet ijt 
alfo einer, der fiir einen andern redet, Der Mund eines andern, durch 
Den der andere redet; der aber auch als Prophet nur das redet, wad der 
andere ifm in den Mund legt, fiir den die Worte des andern eben die 
Worte Gottes find. So wird ja auch in unferm Tert, VB. 18, faft mit 
denfelben Worten das Werk eines Propheten befdjrieben: „Ich twill 
meine Worte in feinen Mund legen; der foll gu ihnen reden alles, was ich 
ihm gebieten merde.” Bgl. Yer. 1, 5. 6. 9; Gefef. 8,17; Bef. 6, 8. 
Stöckhardt ſchreibt ridtig in feiner Auslegung de3 Römerbriefs: „Das 
Charatteriftifde der Propheten war, dak Gott mit ihnen und durd) fie 
redete, daß Gott ihnen Offenbarungen gab gu dem Biwed, diefelben dem 
Volf mitguteilen.” PBropheten Gottes find, kurz ausgedriict, Empfänger 
und Verfiindiger gittlidjer Rede. Einen foldjen Propheten will „Je⸗ 
hovah, dein Gott” erwecken, der treue BundeSgott, der ftets das Beſte 
feineS Volkes im Auge hat, der, wie Moſes fo wunderbar fain ausge- 
führt hatte, fein Volk herglich liebhat, der aber aud) als Sundesgott die 
Verheifung, den Vatern gegeben, treulid) halten will, Rap.2,7; 4, 








426 Wer ift ber Prophet in Deut. 18, 15—19? 


6—8. B.81—89; Rap. 6,6f.; Rap.8,9.10. Diefen Propheten will 
Gott ,eriweden”, Dp. Ym Gegenſatz gu falfden Propheten, die fid 
ohne, ja wider Gottes Willen dem Volk aufdrangen, Deut. 13,1; Ber. 
14,14; 28,21.80; Matth. 7,5, nimmt diefer verheißene Prophet fid 
nicht felbft die Chre, ein Prophet gu fein, fondern Gott madt ihn auf- 
ftehen. Dem Hiphil tut man nicht Geniige mit der überſetzung „er 
läßt ibn auftreten”, wenigſtens nicht in dem Ginn, als ob Gott nur 
guliege, daß einer auftrete, vielleicht fogar gegen feinen Willen. op’ 
heißt gum Wufftehen bringen, macjen, dak einer auffteht, ertweden; vgl. 
Ridt. 2,16; 8, 9. 15, ,erweden”, mit Neh. 9, 27, ,geben”“; Amos 
2,11; Ser. 29, 15, vgl. mit V. 16—23. 

Diefen Propheten will Gott ertweden „dir“. Cr ijt zunächſt fiir 
Israel beftimmt, wie er ja aud) ,aus deiner Mitte, aus deinen Brü⸗ 
dern”, V. 15, ,aus der Mitte ihrer Grider“, V. 18, erweckt wird. Er 
fommt nidt als Ausländer, mie Yona gu den Niniviten, wie Daniel gu 
den Babyloniern, fondern er fommt herbor aus der Mitte Israels, und 
aud da nicht als einer, der eta bon Fremblingen, die unter dem 
Volfe Israel wohnen, abftamme, fondern aus ihren Briidern. Cr ift 
alfo nicht nur dem Wohnort, fondern aud) der Whftammung nad ein 
Hebraer aus den Hebraern, ein Bude unter Yuden. Als folder fennt 
er fein Golf und deffen Cigentiimlidfeiten. Deffen Sitten und Ge- 
braudjen fteht er nicht fremd gegeniiber. Cr ijt nicht ein folder, der fid 
erſt mühſam in die Anſchauungsweiſe diefes Volfes Hinecindenfen und 
hineinleben miigte oder dem e8 als Frembdling vielleidt iiberhaupt un- 
möglich ware, dieſes Volk in feinem innerjten Charafter, in ſeinen Wün⸗ 
fGen und HSoffnungen, gu verjtehen. Mein, als geborner Jude redet er 
auf Grund eigener Erfahrung und Crlebniffe, al Volksgenoſſe gu 
Volksgenoſſen, als Bruder gu Vriidern, was Gott ifm in den Mund 
legt. Gr ift dDurdaus gefdidt und fabig, das ſchwierige Amt eines 
Propheten fpegiell fiir Israel gu verfehen. 

Will Gott mit diefer Verheißung weiter nidts fagen, als dak er 
aud in Zufunft feinem Volke Propheten geben werde, wie ja fdon in 
der Vergangenheit Propheten und Prophetinnen gefandt worden waren? 
So war Abraham ein Prophet gewefen, Gen. 20,7; Mirjam, Ex. 15, 20; 
die Siebgig im Lager, Num. 11,16—29. Wenn Gott nichts meiter 
hatte fagen wollen, al8 daß er auch in Zukunft Propheten gu feinem 
Volfe fenden werde, fo wiirde er gang gewiß nicht den Singular ge- 
braucht haben, fondern den Plural, wie er ja auch von den Zauberern 
im Plural geredet hatte, B.14 (dah das Wort x32 Hier nicht in kollek⸗ 
tivem oder diftributibvem Ginn gebraucht werden könne, wird fpater bet 
der Widerlegung der Cinwande nadgetwiefen werden). Gott redet hier 
bon einem Propheten, und gwar nidt einmal bon irgendeinem be- 
Tiebigen Bropheten, fondern er fiigt die wichtige Reftriftion hinzu „wie 
mid”, V. 15, „wie du biſt“, V. 18. Er foll ein Prophet fein wie Mofes. 

In welder Begiehung nun foll der verheißene Prophet Moſes ähn⸗ 
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lich oder gleich fein? Das fagt uns Gott felbft, einmal, wie wir ſehen 
werden, in unferer Stelle, BV. 16.17, fobann aud gang Har und deutlid 
Deut. 34,10—12. Jn diefem Schlußwort de3 Buches wird gang offens 
bar auf unfere Stelle hingewiefen: „Es ftand binfort fein Prophet auf 
NYor, wie Mofes.” Dann wird ausgefiihrt, inwiefern feiner der Pro- 
pheten dem Mofes ahnlid war. Alfo fonnen twir aud diefe Stelle be⸗ 
nugen, um den Ginn de3 „wie mid“ gu erfennen. Und weil bier der- 
felbe Ausdruck gebraudt wird wie in unferer Weisfagung, fo wollen 
wir mit diefer Stelle anfangen und dann gu 18, 16 iibergeben. 
Allerdings beftreitet man das Recht, Deut. 84,10 auf diefe Weife gu 
verwenden. Gang allgemein wird heutgutage behauptet, der Wusdrud 
„wie mid” finde nicht nur feine authentifde, fondern auc feine bolle 
und allumfaffende €rflarung in V. 186: ,und meine BWorte in feinen 
Mund geben” uf. In der Begiehung allein foll der verheifene 
Prophet Mofes ahulid fein, dak beidben Gottes Wort in den Mund 
gelegt werde. Wber mit V.18b wird dod nur gefagt, inwiefern der 
Getweisfagte ein Prophet fein foll, nidt aber inwiefern er ein Prophet 
fein werde wie Moſes. Mit den Worten V. 18b wird das Wefen der 
Prophetic, das allen Propheten Gemeinfame, befdrieben, nicht aber da8, 
worin fic) Mofes von andern Propheten unterfdeidet. Es gibt viele 
Propheten, aber nur einen Mofes, und diefem einen Moſes foll 
der gutiinftige Prophet ähneln. Es gibt viele Meformatoren, aber nur 
einen uther. Wenn wir einen diefer Reformatoren als einen 
Reformator wie Luther bezeichnen, fo wollen wir ifn damit in der einen 
oder andern Begiehung von der Maſſe der Reformatoren abheben und 
Luther, bem grofen, Dem einen Reformator, gleidftellen. Dak das 
der flare und alleinberedhtigte Ginn der Worte auch hier fei, bedarf 
eigentlich keines Beweiſes. Wir möchten aber gum überfluß auf folgende 
Schriftſtellen hintweifen, wo Har und deutlid) das Dd in diefer Bedeutung 
gebraudjt wird. Meh. 6,11: ,,Sollte ein Menſch wie ich fliehen?” Ex. 
15,5 (nit bloß mie andere Menfden, fondern wie Steine); Hiob 
10,22 (nicht mie gewöhnliche Finfterni3, fondern didte Finjternis). 
Trotz allgemeinen Proteftes laffen wir uns das gute Recht nidt nehmen, 
Deut. 34,10 gur Erklarung des Ausdruds „wie mich” herbeigugiehen, 
gumal, wie gefagt, V. 16 der verheißene Prophet direkt als ein in gang 
befonderer Begiehung dem Mofes ähnlich Hhingeftellt wird. Wn diefer 
widtigen Stelle, Deut. 34,10—12, mird un3 nun mancherlei gefagt, 
wodurch fic) Mofes von andern Propheten unterfdied. 

1. €8 ftand fein Prophet in Israel auf wie Mofes, den der HErr 
erfannt hatte bon Angeficht gu Angefidt. YT ift nidt ein bloßes 
äußeres Rennen, fondern tie an fo vielen Stellen ein nosse cum affectu 
et effectu, ein Rennen, mit befonderer Liebe verbunden, bon gang be⸗ 
fonderen Wirkungen befleidet. König überſetzt gut: als Befannten be- 
handeln. Gott erfennt Mofes von Angefidht gu Angeſicht. Dieſer 
Ausdruck fommt auger an unferer Stelle nod) viermal vor: Gen. 82, 21; 





428 Wer ift der Prophet in Deut. 18, 15—19? 


Er. 33,11; Richt. 6, 22; Heſek. 20,35, und begzeichnet jedesmal einen 
befonder3 intimen Verfehr mit Gott, der in greifbarer Gejtalt vor den 
Betreffenden fteht. Ob dies die Urſache ijt, warum Mofes Deut. 5,4 
DbD OB und Num. 14,14 pya py, aljo wieder 2, gebraudjt, wo 
bod) ‘aud ‘bon einem Sehauen geredet wird, aber eben nidjt von einem 
fo bertrauten Verkehr, wie er an diefer Stelle mit Oe begeichnet wird, 
twage ich nicht gu entfdeiden, da Hefekiel, der allerdings einem fpateren, 
ganglid) verfdiedenen Spradgebraud folgen mag, Rap. 20, 85 wohl 
faum an ein ſolches Gericht denft, da Gott in greifbarer und fidtbarer 
Geftalt gur BVollgiehung feiner Strafe erfdeint, wie das aus V. 36 
flar herborgeht. Es mag fein, dak Heſekiel diefen volleren Ausdrud 
gebraudjt wie Mofes das einfadje OB SN Deut.7,10. Wher gang 
fidjer ijt, Dak in diefem Rennen bon Angeſicht zu Angeſicht ein Doppeltes 
liegt. Einmal der Verkehr mit einer greifbaren Geſtalt, ganz anders 
als die Offenbarung Gottes in der Wolke. Das geht klar und deutlich 
aus Num. 12, 6—8 hervor. „Mund gu Mund, nav mB, rede id) mit 
ihm, und zwar als Geftalt und nidt in dunflen Worten, und das Eben⸗ 
bild Gottes ſchaut er.” Freilich, was das fiir eine Geftalt und Eben⸗ 
bild Gotte3 war, den in feiner unberbillten Herrlichkeit fein Menſch 
fehen fann, Gr. 33,18; Yoh. 1,18, das wiffen mir nicht. Mur fo viel 
ijt gewik, daß Gott dem Mofes in gang anderer, in viel handgreifliderer 
Weife als irgendeinem andern Propheten erſchien. Vgl.BV.6.7. Bum 
andern liegt in diefem Ausdrud, daß diefer Verfehr ein befonders inniger 
und bertrauter war, wie dad ſonderlich aus Er. 33,11 herborgeht: „Der 
Err aber redete mit Moje3 von Angeficht gu Angeficht, wie ein Mann 
mit feinem Freunde redet“, fo innig, fo bertraut. Bedenfen wir, was 
einem Jakob nur zinmal berginnt war und was ihm gur völligen Ges 
nefung feiner Geele gereidjte und was einen Gideon fo überwältigte, 
Dak er fürchtete, fterben gu miijjen, Richt.6,22: dieſe große Würde, 
dDiefe felige Freude wurde Moſes fo oft gu teil, als Gott mit ihm redete. 
Go erfannte in Liebe und Vertrautheit der HErr feinen treuen Knecht. 
Man vergleicdje nod) die eingigartige Gnade, die dem Moſes gewahrt 
tourde, alg er begehrt hatte, die Herrlichfeit de3 HErrn gu fdauen, Ex. 
33, 18—23, und die merfiwiirdige Stelle Num.7,89, fo wird man, 
felbjt menn man nicht alle3 verſteht und erflaren fann, doch fo viel 
erfennen, dag bier ein gang eingigartiger Verfehr des großen Gottes 
mit einem Menſchen beridtet wird, ein Verkehr fo freundfdaftlid und 
bertraut, wie er erjt wieder jtattfand, als die Apoftel das Wort des 
Lebens hirten und fahen und mit ihren Augen befdhauten und e3 mit 
ihren Händen betafteten, 1 Yoh. 1,1. Gewiß ein eingigartiges Vorrecht 
dieſes eingigartigen Propheten. 

2. Deut. 34,11 wird fortgefahren: „zu allerlet Zeiden und Wun- 
bern, dagu ibn der HErr fandte”. 5 in Hinſicht, in begug auf, in Unbe- 
tradjt; fo 1 Rin, 10,23 (gréger an Reichtum und an Starfe); Deut. 
24,5; Hiob 32,4. Qn begug auf Zeichen und Wunder, wie fie fein 
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anbderer Prophet in fo groper Zahl tat wie Moſes, wird der verheifene 
Prophet Moſes ähnlich fein. 

8. „An Pharao und an all feinen Knedten und an all feinem 
Lande“, riynnd, dativus commodi et incommodi. Dieſe Zeichen und 
Wunder waren fiir Pharao und fein Volk gewiß incommoda, Beidjen 
des Schadens, de3 Unheils, des Geridts. Das waren die Strafgeridte 
über Ughpten, durch welche died Volk vernichtet wurde. Auch in diefer 
Begiehung ſtand fein anderer Prophet auf, der in fo bernichtender Weife 
die Strafgeridte Gottes itber die Feinde de3 Volkes Israel ausgefiihrt 
hatte. Auch hierin foll der verheißene Prophet dem Moſes ähnlich fein. 

4, B.12 wird nicht nur Bezug genommen auf den Auszug und die 
Erlöſung aus ighpten, die ja oft als mit ftarfer Hand geſchehen be- 
jerieben wird, Ex. 6,1; 13,9; Bj. 136,12; Yer. 32,21, fondern die 
gange Führung und Leitung Israels auf feiner Wüſtenwanderung bis 
gur Grenge de3 Gelobten Landes ift hier eingefdlojjen. Moſes war der 
Erlöſer und Führer feines Volkes auf dem Wege gum Lande der Ver- 
heißung. Auch darin foll der getweisfagte Prophet ihm ähnlich fein. 

5. Mofes war nod mehr. Unter den großen, ftaunenSwerten 
Dingen, die durch ihn geſchahen, war wohl das größte und bedeutendfte 
die Bundesſchließung auf Sinai mit ihrer gewaltigen Offenbarung der 
Herrlicdfeit des groken Gottes angefichts de3 gangen Volfe3. Dadurch 
follte Mofes als eingigartiger Mittler gwifden Gott und dem Volk ein- 
gefebt und beftatigt werden, Ex. 19,9. Gerade auf diefes Creignis, 
auf die Bundesſtiftung, nimmt unfere Weisfagung Begug, wenn da ge- 
redet twird bon bem Tag der Verſammlung gu Horeb, V.16. Das war 
der Tag, da das gange Volk fich auf Gottes Vefehl verfammelte am Fup 
des Berges Sinai, Ex. 19,17, auf welchen Gott herabfubr, BV. 11. 18, 
um mit Israel feinen Bund gu fdliefen, V.5.6. Der Mittler aber 
dieſes Bundes war niemand anders als Mofes; denn nicht direkt mit 
dem Volf, fondern nur durch Moſes verhandelte Gott mit Israel. Selbſt 
als nad) Deut. 5, 4 Gott bon Angeficht gu Angeficht mit dem Volk redete, 
war es doch Mofes, gu dem er die Worte redete, die das Volk hörte und 
die Dann abermal durch Mofes dem Volk gefagt wurden, Deut. 5,5; 
Ex. 19,19. Als folder Bundesmittler wurde Mofes auch von Gott anz 
erfannt, al Oppofition fic) regte, Num. 16; 12,2f. Daher nennt 
aud) Mofes das Buch, in welches er diefe Worte ſchreibt, Cr. 24,4, das 
Vundesbud, V.7; das Blut das Blut des Bundes, 24,8; die Gefeb- 
tafeln die Tafeln des Bundes, Deut. 9, 9.11.15; die Lade die Lade des 
Bundes, Num. 3,388; 14,44. E8 ift alfo fein Zweifel, Moſes ift der 
Mittler des am Sinai mit JIsrael geftifteten Bundes Gottes. Bei. diefer 
Bundesftiftung gab Gott feine Verheifung „Einen Propheten” uſw. 
Alſo wie Mofes der Mittler eines Bundes twar, fo follte aud der ver- 
heifene Prophet ein Bundesmittler fein. 

Dak in diefen Worten ein Bundesmittiler verheifen war, gebt 
ferner daraus hervor, dak diefe Verheißung nur die tatfadlide Er- 
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horung de3 Gebets Israels um einen Mittler war, und gwar um einen 
anbdern Mittler, als Mofes es war und fein fonnte. Das fagt Har und 
deutlich B.16: „gemäß allem, das du den HErrn, deinen Gott, gebeten 
haſt“. Als der HErr mit fo großem Getdfe auf den Berg herabfubr, 
al8 das Volk bas Donnern und Blitzen fab und hörte, als e3 die Stimme 
ſeines Gottes vernahm, da erſchrak e3 und floh und trat bon ferne, 
Ex. 18, 18. „Rede du mit un8“, fo wenden die Erfdredten fid an 
Mofes, „wir wollen gehorden, und laf Gott nicht mit uns reden, wir 
möchten fonft fterben.” Gang far wird bier der Inhalt ihres Gebetes 
angegeben. Moſes foll fiir fie bermitteln, damit Gott nidt mehr per⸗ 
ſönlich mit ifnen rede. Etwas ausfiibrlider wird diefer Vorgang und 
biefe Bitte Deut. 5, 283—81 gefdildert. Da wird hingugefiigt, dak fie 
in heiliger Verwunderung Gott priefen, dak er das ſcheinbar Unmögliche 
miglid gemadt hatte, namlid das Volk feine Serrlidfeit und Majeftat 
feben gu laffen, ohne daß es alsbald tot niedergeftiirgt ware. Das wird 
alg gnabdige Serablaffung Gotte3 anerfannt und gepriefen. Aber in diefe 
Anerfennung, in diefen Lobpreis, miſcht fic zugleich Furcht und Ent⸗ 
fegen. Gie verlangen nidt nad einer Wiederholung diefer Offenbarung 
Gottes. Gie fiirdteten, wenn Gott mieder direkt mit ihnen redete, wür⸗ 
den fie Dennod fterben miiffen. Gie batten daher — in genauer über⸗ 
einftimmung mit Er. 19 — gebeten, wenn Gott mit ihnen weiter ver- 
handeln wolle, möge er es burd Mofes tun. Das Gefiihl ihrer eigenen 
Siindhaftigteit war in ihnen iiberaus rege geworden. Schon diefe Bitte 
hatte dem HErrn gefallen, Deut.5,28. Mun bedenfen wir aber, dak 
Ex. 19 und Deut. 5 ausdriidlid die Vermitilung Mofis erwähnt wird. 
Diefe Bitte gehirt alfo gu dem ,allem, das du den HErrn deinen Gott 
gebeten haſt“, und tourde dadurch erhört, dak Gott fernerhin nicht mehr 
in ſolch direfter Weife wie auf Sinai, fondern nur durd die Vermittlung 
Mofis mit ihnen verhandelte. Aber in unſerm Tertfapitel wird mit 
feiner Gilbe diefer Vermitilung durch Moſes Erwähnung getan, fondern 
die Bitte, die fie an den HErrn ricdteten, hat einen gang andern 
Wortlaut. 

V. 16: „Nicht mag id mehr Hiren die Stimme de3 HErrn, meines 
Gottes, und dieſes große Feuer mag id) nicht mehr fehen, dak id nicht 
fterbe.” ier fteht alfo nichts von einer Bereitwilligkeit, ſich durd 
Moſes belehren gu laffen, Gottes Wort weiter anzuhören, wenn nur 
Moſes es redet, fondern fie mögen iiberhaupt nidt mehr die Stimme 
des HErrn horen und dies Feuer fehen. Die Botidaft, die fie foeben 
gebort Hatten, war gu fdredlid, gu niederfdmetternd. Diefe feuer- 
brennende Majeftat des heiligen, geredhten Gottes, der nur Heiligkeit und 
Gerechtigfeit fordert, der allen itbertretern feines Geſetzes Verderben 
droht und nur dem, der fein Geſetz vollfommen halt, Gnade und Gutes 
verſpricht — wer fann bor ifr beftehen? Wer mag eine folde Botſchaft 
nod weiter Hiren? Wir nidt. Darin lag die Bitte, wenn der HErr, 
ihr Gott, mit ihnen reden wolle, was er ja als ihr BundeSgott gu tun 
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berfprodjen hatte, fo folle er ifnen eine andere Botſchaft geben, die fie 
nicht wie die Botſchaft des Gefewes niederfdmettern, fondern aufridten 
würde. Auch diefe Bitte hort der HErr. V. 17: „Sie haben wohl 
gemadt, was fie gebeten haben.” Der HErr hort alfo nicht nur die 
Bitte, dak Mofes fiir fie eintreten möge, Er. 19; Deut. 5, fondern aud 
Die zweite, Deut. 18, um eine andere Botſchaft. Zwiſchen diefen ver- 
fdiedenen Berichten befteht aber fein Widerſpruch, fondern Deut. 18 fiigt 
nod etwas hingu, twas borer nicht erwähnt ijt. Es mag aud fein, dak 
die Worte, die Israel redete, die Bitte ihre Herzens nicht gang flar und 
deutlid gum Wusdrud bradten; vgl. Rim. 8,26 Ff. Daher mag e3 auch 
wohl Er. 19 und Deut. 5 heißen: Gie baten Mofes, während 
Deut. 18 jteht, fie baten den HErrn. Mofes horte die augeren Worte 
und berichtete Demgemak dem HErrn und tourde erhirt. Der HErr 
hort aber aud auf das andere Geſchrei de3 Herzens, und an unferer 
Stelle wird nun gefagt, daß er auch diefe Bitte nah einer neuen Bot- 
ſchaft, alfo nad einem neuen Sunde, erhirte. Die hat ihm wohlgefallen, 
%.17. Bu dem Zweck will er diefen Propheten wie Moſes ertweden, der 
wie Mofes der Stifter eines Bundes fein foll, und zwar eines lieblideren 
und befferen Sundes, als e3 der war, den Moſes bermittelt hatte. Von 
einem foldjen Bund redet ſchon gur Beit de3 Alten Teftaments auch 
Jeremias, Rap. 30—33. 


Von diefem Propheten heift e3 nun weiter BV. 18: „Ich will meine 
Worte in fetnen Mund legen. Der foll gu ihnen reden alles, was ih 
ifm gebieten werde.“ Der wird Gottes Wort und Willen, Gottes Rat- 
ſchluß, ihnen berfiindigen, nidt mehr, als Gott ihm in den Mund legt, 
aber auch nicht weniger; nur da8, aber auch alle3 das, was Gott ihm 
offenbart. Auf diefen Propheten follen fie Hiren. Dem follt ihr ge- 
Gorden, fagt Mofes BV. 15. ,,Wollt ihr eine andere Botſchaft haben als 
id, der Mittler des Alten Bundes, fie euch geben fann, fo hirt auf diefen 
Propheten. Wenn id euch nicht mehr raten und elfen fann, wenn ich 
euch als itbertretern des Gefebes Fluch und Verdammnis predigen mug, 
Dann birt auf ifn, den andern Propheten. Da ijt nod) Hilfe und 
Rettung. Yn ihm wird euer Wunſch nach einer andern Botſchaft er- 
füllt werden.” Go weiſt Mofes die Kinder Israel von feiner eigenen 
Perfon hintweg auf den, der da fommen foll, den er damit als den 
Größeren anerfennt, bon dem alleine das Volk fich Hilfe und Troft 
Holen foll. Won diefem Propheten hat er ſchon vorher geredet, tenn 
aud unter andern Namen und Bildern. Dad ift der Weibesfame, Gen. 
8,15, an den fic) Coa, Gen. 4,1, und Lamed, Gen. 6,29, gehalten 
haben, der Engel de3 HErrn, bon dem Mofes fo oft redet, Gen. 16, 7 ff.; 
21,17 ff.; 22,11 f.; 48,16; Gy. 14,19; 28, 20.21; Num. 22, 23 ff.; 
der Stern aus Yafob, Num. 24,17. So redet Mofes nod einmal bon 
diefem Rropheten und weiſt fein Volt nod einmal auf ifn hin. Er fann 
nicht auf immer bei ihnen bleiben, er fann ihnen feine Hilfe in der Not 
bes Todes bringen, er muß ja felber fterben und in3 Grab finfen; aber 
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Diefen Propheten hort! Wm Ende feines Lebens wendet er noch einmal 
das Auge feines Glaubens hin gu dem, der allein ihm helfen fann. 
Wenn er auch das erfehnte Land nicht betreten darf, er weiß, durch diefen 
Propheten geht er ein ins himmliſche Kanaan. Der Prophet wie er 
und doch gugleich größer als er wird ihn bineinbringen. „Auf den follt 
ihr hören.“ Darin liegt aber auch, daß das Volk mit feiner Offen- 
barung gufrieden fein foll. Mehr, als er ihnen fagt, follen fie nicht 
wiſſen wollen. Er fagt ihnen, wie fie geitlic) und ewig gliidlid) und 
felig werden fonnen. Daran follen fie fich geniigen laſſen, auch wenn 
fie nicht jede Cingelheit in ihrer Lebensfiihrung vorauswiſſen. Alſo 
foll eine gang andere Gefinnung in ihnen wohnen, als fie in den aber- 
glaubijden Heiden des Landes wohnte, V. 14. 

V. 19. Während noch Rettung ijt fiir die Hbertreter des moſaiſchen 
Bundes, die auf den neuen Propheten hingetwiefen werden, fo heißt es 
bon Ddiefem Propheten: „Wer meine Worte nit Hiren wird, die er 
in meinem Namen reden wird, bon dem will ich es fordern”, iDym WIN, 
fudjen, fordern, fragen; vgl. Deut. 23,22. Ginen folden will Gott 
fragen, warum er nicht auf diefen Propheten gehirt hat. Seine for- 
fdende Frage: Warum Haft du nicht gehordht? wird fiir ihn gugleid das 
Verdammnisurteil fein. 

V. 20. Durch die wunderbare Weisfagung bon dem neuen Pro- 
pheten, dad wußte Mojes, würde die Erwartung de3 Volks auf höchſte 
gefpannt werden. Cr wußte aber auch, dak Gefahr vorhanden fei, daß 
faljde Bropheten diefe Crwartung de3 Volks gu ifren eigenen Gunſten 
ausnützen, fich fiir rechte Bropheten, ja fiir den einen Propheten aus- 
geben twiirden. Darum twarnt er nun weiter, dak Jsrael fich ja nicht 
durch folche falſchen Propheten verfiihren laſſen wolle. Selbſt wenn fie 
fo bermejjen fein wiirden, (Tt, eigentlich fochen, dann überwallen, über⸗ 
miitig fein; Hiphil: kochen, Gen. 25,29; iibermiitig, vermeſſen ban- 
deln, Ex. 21,14; Deut. 1,48; 17,13), in de3 HErrn Namen gu reden, 
ohne dak Gott ihnen irgend etwas offenbart hatte, wenn fie alfo in 
Wahrheit im Namen anderer Götter redeten in der Wbfidt, die Leute 
bon dem wahren gu einem falfden Gottesdienft gu verleiten, fo follten 
fie Daran gedenfen, twas er Rap. 18,5 gefagt hatte. Wuf einen ſolchen 
Propheten follen fie nidt Hiren, fondern der foll fterben. 

Aber nun möchte einer fragen: Wie fann id denn merfen, welches 
Wort der HErr nicht geredet hat? B.21. Da gilt die RMegel: V. 22: 
„Wenn der Prophet redet in dem Namen des HErrn und wird nidts 
Daraus und kommt nidt, dad iſt das Wort, das der HErr nicht geredet 
hat. Der Prophet Hat es aus Vermeffenheit” (jit, in Aufwallung, 
rebel) ,geredet; darum fdjeue did) nidt bor ifm.” Das ijt eine 
unfeblbare Regel. Wenn ein Wort eines Propheten nicht eintrifft, fo it 
e8 gewiß, dak dies Wort nidt bom HErrn geredet ijt und daß der 
Prophet, der es gefproden hat, fein Prophet des HErrn ijt, gefdiweige 
Der Prophet, bon dem Hier die Rede ijt; denn von des HErrn BWorten 
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wird keins auf die Erde fallen. Daraus folgt aber nit, dak, wenn 
nun ein Zeiden durd einen Propheten gefdieht, die Kinder Gottes 
unter allen Umftanden diefem Propheten glauben müßten, fondern da 
gilt Rap. 13,1—3; fie follen forfcjen, ob fein Wort mit Gottes Wort, 
wie e3 ihnen gefdrieben vorlag, iibereinftimmt. Alſo 18,21: die Nicht= 
erfiillung eine3 Wortes jtempelt den Redner gang gewiß als falfden 
Rropheten; aber Kap. 13,1—3: die Erfiillung eines Wortes gibt feine 
Garantie fiir die Echtheit des PBropheten. So fdliekt die Weisfagung 
bon dem redjten Propheten mit einer Warnung, ſich ja nicht durch falfde 
Propheten bon diefem einen Propheten abtwenden gu lafjen. 

Fragen wir nun: Wer ift diefer Prophet? fo antwortet darauf das 
Neue Teftament: JEſus Chriftus bon Nagareth. Biweimal wird diefe 
Stelle im Neuen Teftament gitiert. Wpojt. 7,37 führt Stephanus fie an. 
Zwar fagt er nicht direkt, dak dieſe Stelle auf JEſum gu begiehen fei, 
aber wenn er V. 52 fagt: ,Welden Propheten haben eure Vater 
nicht verfolgt” (vgl. über die Verfolgung Mofis V. 39) „und fie ge- 
titet, Die Da guborberfiindigten die Bufunft diefes Geredhten, welded 
ihr nun Verräter und Mörder worden ſeid?“ fo geigt er, warum er 
Deut. 18 angefiihrt hat, weil da namlid) Mofes, der größte aller bis- 
herigen Propheten, von diefem Geredten getweisfagt hat. Apoft.3, 
19—22 wird unfere Stelle bon dem Apojftel Petrus direft auf IJEſum 
gedeutet. Wer auf ihn birt, V. 22, fich in wahrer Buße gu ihm fehrt, 
V. 19, deffen Giinden twerden getilgt, der wird erquidt in Zeit und 
Cwigkeit; denn in diefem JEſus werden alle Dinge erfiillt, die Gott 
feit Anbeginn der Welt durch den Mund aller jeiner heiligen Propheten 
geredet Hat. Hier wird alfo Deut. 18 vom Heiligen Geift felbjt, der 
burd) Petrus redet, auf YEfum gedeutet. Das entfdeidet fiir jeden 
Chrijten die Sache. Hier findet auch das Wort „Von dem mwerde ich e3 
fordern” feine weitere Crflarung und Ausfiihrung: „Welche Seele den- 
felben Propheten nicht hören wird, die foll vertilgt werden aus dem 
Volk", orsPgevdyjostar éx rod dacs. Die LXX Hat überſetzt: “Eya éx- 
dixjow & adtod, ,an dem will id Rache üben“. 

Ohne Biveifel nimmt Gott auf diefe Weisfagung Begug, wenn er 
bet der Verklärung YEfu ſpricht: ,, Dies ijt mein lieber Sohn, an welchem 
id) Wohlgefallen habe”, Matth. 17,5; Mark. 9,7; Vuk.9,35. Es ift 
dies cine Antwort Gottes auf eine ahnlide Bitte, wie fie das Volf am 
Sinai ausſprach. Dort wie hier tut fid) das Verlangen nad der frohen 
Botſchaft des Lebens und der Seligkeit fund. Dort wie hier wird auf 
den Bropheten JEſum Hingetwiefen, der alles Verlangen ftillen fann. 
Benn JEſus Yoh. 5, 45—47 fagt, dak Moſes von ihm gefdrieben habe, 
fo wird er ja gang gewiß vornehmlich auch an diefe Weisfagung gedadht 
haben, da ja dies die eingige Weisfagung ijt, die direft durch Mofes 
gegeben worden ift. 

Auf JEſum allein paffen nun aud alle in diefer Weisfagung ge- 
nannten Züge und Cingelheiten. 

28 
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1. Gr ijt ein Prophet, Yoh. 1,17; 4,19. 25.26; Hebr. 1,1. 

2. Gott legt feine Worte in feinen Mund. Er redet weiter nidts, 
al8 twas Gott ihm fagt, Joh. 5,38; 14,10. 24. 

8. Er ftammt bon den Yuden, ift Menſch unter Menſchen, 
Sebr. 2,11. 

4. Gott hat ibn ertwedt. Wie oft macht JEſus darauf aufmerf- 
fam, daß er der bon Gott Gefandte ijt! Yoh. 3, 34; 5, 36—43; 
6, 29.57 uſw. 

5. JEſus allein ijt mie Mofes und doch groper als Mofes. 

a. Wie Gott gu Moſes redete bon Angefidt gu Angefidt, fo aud 
mit JEſu in nod bertrauterer Weife als ſelbſt mit Mofes, Yoh. 1, 18; 
8,11. 12.81. 32. 

b. Wie Mofes mehr Zeiden und Wunder tat als alle andern Pro- 
pheten, fo erft recht Chriftus, Yoh. 3,2; 7,31; 20,380.31; 21,25. 

c. Wie Moſes durd feine Strafgeridte iiber Pharao Jsrael er- 
löſte und dann nad Kanaan fiihrte, fo ift JEſus, der Prophet, gugleid 
aud) der Seiland feines Volkes, der feinem Volk durd überwindung aller 
Feinde Erlöſung fdafft und fein erlöſtes Volk gur Herrlichkeit führt. 

d. Wie Moſes der Mittler des Alten Bundes war, fo ijt JEſus der 
Mittler des Neuen Teftaments, Ptatth. 26,28; Hebr.7,22; 9,15; 
12,24; 1Xim. 2,5. 

e. Diefer neve Bund ift der beffere Bund, nach dem JIsrael ver- 
langte, Sebr. 8,6; 12,24. Bgl. auch Joh.1,17; 2 Ror. 8,6—11; 
Gal. 3,23—29; 4,1—7. Eben darum find feine Worte aud Leben, 
Yoh. 5,24; 6,683.68. Ya, denen, welden Mofes ſchon den Stab ge- 
broden und fie der Hille gugefprocjen, wird diefe Freijtatt aufgetan: 
Mein Heiland nimmt die Sünder an. Wohl hat JEſus aud das Geſetz 
gepredigt, aber nur gu dem Bived, dak fie dann als Miihfelige und Be- 
ladene gu ibm fommen und ſich bei ihm Hilfe und Seligfeit holen follten, 
oder um foldjen, die gu ihm gefommen waren, gu geigen, twas redte 
gute Werke feien, wodurch fie ihre Danfbarkeit erweiſen fonnten. 

f. Wie Mofes fo reichlich gefalbt war mit dem Geift Gottes, dah 
bon feinem Geift andern mitgeteilt werden fonnte, Num. 11, 25, fo ift 
aud Chriftus gefalbt mit Freudenöl mehr denn feine Gefellen, Pj. 45, 7; 
Yoh. 3,34. Ya, von feinem Geift teilt er nun allen Propheten mit. Go 
im Alten Teſtament, 1 Petr.1,11; fo im Neuen Teftament, Yob. 
15,26; 16,183—15. Go hat der etwige Gottesfohn fein prophetijdes 
Amt ſchon gur Beit des Alten Teftaments verivaltet. Was die alten 
Propheten vom Evangelium predigten, predigten fie als feine Diener. 
Wenn daher die Kinder Ysrael auf ihre Propheten hirten, fo hörten fie 
eben damit auf diefen großen Propheten; denn durd fie und in ihnen 
redete Chriftus. So wird er fein Amt verivalten bis ans Ende der 
Welt, Luk. 10,16; 21,15; Matth. 10, 40. 

6. Diefer gottmenfdlide Prophet ift ein Prophet, wie wir ihn nötig 
haben. Als Menſch fennt er unfere Nite aus eigener Erfahrung; als 
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Gott hat er teilgenommen an allen Ratſchlüſſen Gottes und redet daher 
bon feinem Cigenen; als Gnadenmittler ſchenkt er uns durd fein Wort 
Leben und GSeligfeit. Bgl. Pſ. 46,2; Luk. 4,22; Mark. 12,38; Bef. 
42,1—8; 50,4. 

7. Wer diefen Propheten nicht hort, bon dem twird Gott es fordern, 
Soh. 3,18.36; 1 30h. 5,12; Mark. 16,16; Apoſt. 4, 12. 

Auf Grund diefes itbereinftimmenden Zeugniſſes hat die Kirche bon 
jeber diefe Weisfagung auf den Meffias, refp. auf JEſum bon Nagareth, 
gedeutet. Schon unter den Yuden tar die Anficht allgemein verbreitet, 
dag mit dDiefem Propheten der Meffias gemeint fei, und mit ihnen be- 
fennen aud) wir: Du, JEſu, biſt wahrlich der Prophet, der in die Welt 
fommen foll, Yoh. 6, 14. 

Allerdings läßt fich nicht leugnen, dak es auch andere Auffafjungen 
diefer Stelle gibt, die wir jebt furg beleudhten wollen. Manche Yuden im 
chriſtlichen Beitalter und mande Rationaliften haben an Yofua oder 
Seremias oder David gedadt. Das ift ein offenbarer Notbebelf, der 
Feindſchaft gegen Chriftum entfprungen; denn auf feinen paft diefe 
getwaltige Weisfagung. Ya, bon Yofua wird ausdriidlid gefagt, dak er 
nicht war wie Moſes, Deut.34,10. Die meiſten Quden und Rationa- 
lijten fotwie die modernen Wusleger verftehen diefe Weisfagung von dem 
Krophetenftand. Das Wort N'3) fei folleftiv oder diftributib gu faffen. 
Andere behaupten, dak hier eine Weisfagung bon dem Prophetenftand 
als Typus Chriſti vorliege, in dem fie erft billig gur Erfiillung gefom- 
men fei, oder Chriftus fet der eigentlice Rern der Weisfagung; aber 
zugleich werde hiermit doch eine Serie bon Propheten in Ausſicht geftellt. 
Wenn nadhgetwiefen werden fann, daß nur ein Prophet gemeint fein 
fann, fo fallen alle diefe Verfuche, dies Wort bon einem Prophetenſtand 
gu erflaren, hin. Für einen folden Prophetenſtand werden folgende 
Griinde angegeben. 

1. Bn den vorigen Kapiteln werden Vorfdriften über verſchiedene 
Stande gegeben, Vorſchriften fiir Priefter, Könige, Beamte ufty. Daber 
müſſe aud hier bon dem Prophetenftand die Mede fein. Darauf ift gu 
antworten: Einmal ift das fein ausfdlaggebender Grund, fondern 
höchſtens ein Wahrſcheinlichkeitsgrund. Sodann fann man auch fagen: 
Nachdem Gott über allerlei Stande geredet hat, die in Israel andauern 
follen, fo redet er jest von dem einen großen Bropheten, durd) den 
alle diefe Gugeren Gefege und Satzungen aufgehoben werden. Go ftellt 
Luther den Zuſammenhang dar. 

2. Wenn hier nicht der Prophetenftand gemeint fei, dann gebe es 
iiberhaupt feine Weisfagung und feine Ynitruttion fiir den Propheten- 
ftand. Antwort: Muh denn eine ſolche Weisfagung vorliegen? Und 
gum andern: Iſt nidt die Warnung vor falſchen Propheten und das 
ſchwere Strafgericht über fie, Rap. 18,1f.; 18,21.22, geniigender 
Unterridt fiir alle wahren Propheten? Was bedarf e3 da noc weiterer 
Inſtruktion? 
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3. Sn den unmittelbar borhergehenden Verſen werde bor den 
Wahrſagern gewarnt. Nun wolle Gott durd diefe Weisfagung feinem 
Volk zeigen, dah fie nidt nötig batten, gu ſolchen Wahrſagern gu geben, 
da fiir alle ſolche Halle ihnen Propheten gu Gebote ftehen wiirden. Es 
wäre doch eigentümlich, wenn Israel dann erft auf einen Propheten 
in ferner Zufunft marten miiffe. Antwort: Gerade da3 wird nicht 
gefagt, daß fiir alle derartigen Falle ihnen Propheten gu Gebote ftehen 
follen. Gie follen itberhaupt nicht wie die Heiden gefinnt fein und bet 
allen möglichen Gelegenheiten Aufſchluß über die Bufunft haben wollen. 
Sie follen fich gufrieden geben mit dem, was ihnen ihr Prophet fagt. 
Und wir haben ja gebort, dak Chrijtus, der Prophet, in Tat und Wahr⸗ 
heit Durd die Propheten gu ihnen redete. 

4, Jn den Verfen, die unmittelbar auf unſere Weisfagung folgen, 
twerde bor falfden Bropheten gewarnt. Folglich müſſe auch diefe 
Weisfagung von allen redten Propheten gu verjtehen fein, da e3 
fonft fdiwer fei, eine paffende Sdeenverbindung herzuſtellen. Antwort: 
Das folgt nidt; denn einmal läßt fich nicht immer eine paffende Ydeen- 
verbindung in diefen Rapiteln herftellen (vgl. dad gleich am Anfang er- 
wähnte Zugeftandnis Königs), und gum andern, wie wir oben gefehen 
haben, läßt fich ein trefflider Gedanfengujammenbhang herſtellen in gang 
ungegwungener Weije, aud wenn man Ddiefe Weisfagung nur bon 
einem ropheten verſteht. 

5. Es fonne diefe Weisfagung nidt bon JEſu berftanden werden, 
da JEſus nidt mie Mofes, fondern gugeftandenermafen grifer 
als Moſes fet. Antwort: Wber eben beides fommt in der Weisfagung 
gum Uusdrud: wie Mofes, V.15.18, aber größer als Moſes; 
denn Moſes weiſt von jeiner Perfon hinweg auf diefen Propheten als 
auf den Größeren. Wabhrend alle andern Propheten nidt fein werden 
wie Mofes, fondern geringer als Mofes, ift JEſus in allen Ver- 
gletchungspuntten wie Moſes, und gugleid iiberragt er ihn weit in jeder 
Hinfidt. 

6. ,Durd) das 70D würde nur dann der folleftive oder vielmehr 
diſtributive Sinn jene3 Ausdrucks ,einen Propheten’ unmöglich gemacht, 
wenn Moſes hinſichtlich feiner religionsgeſchichtlichen Stelung im Alten 
Teftament iiber die andern primaren Propheten des Alten Teftaments 
abjolut hinausgehoben würde. Er wird aber aud einfad ein ,Prophet' 
genannt uſw. (Gof.12,14 ufm.) und befam nur wegen feiner Wirk⸗ 
famfeit in einer Gauptepode der Gottesreichgeſchichte einen relativen 
Vorrang (34, 10—12).“ (König, Das Deuteronomium, S. 143.) Wir 
glauben, gur Geniige nadgetwiefen gu haben, dak Mofes allerdings nidt 
nur einen relatiben, fondern einen abjoluten Vorrang iiber alle Pro- 
pheten befommen hat, und gwar nicht nur deswegen, weil er etwa fo 
glücklich geweſen fei, in einer Gauptepode der Geſchichte Israels gu 
wirken, fondern weil er in Tat und Wahrheit „hinſichtlich feiner reli- 
gionsgeſchichtlichen Stellung im Wlten Teftament” über alle andern 
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Propheten hinausgehoben wird und darum eingigartig dafteht. So 
faben es die alten Juden an, Apoft. 6,11; Yoh. 9, 28.29; fo Johannes, 
der dod) aus Cingebung des Heiligen Geiftes redet, Yoh. 1,17; fo die 
Grider gu Yerufalem, Apoft.21,21; fo Chriftus felber, Yoh. 6, 32; 
7,19. 22.23. Daran andert nidts die Tatſache, dak er aud) ein Pro- 
phet genannt wird, Hoſ. 12,14, ebenfowenig wie der Umſtand, dah 
Chrijtus ein Menſch genannt wird (3.8. 1 Tim. 2,5 advdowxoce fogar 
ohne Artikel!) irgend etwas an der Tatſache andert, dak derfelbe 
Chrijtus anderiwarts über alle Menfden hinausgehoben wird, Phil. 2, 
9—11. Gr ift eben beide3, ein Menfd und der Menſch, wie e3 feinen 
aiveiten gibt, der Gottmenfdh. So ift Moſes beides, ein Prophet und 
der Prophet, wie e3 feinen andern wieder gab bis auf JEſum. 

Wie Einwände vermögen das flare Gotteswort nicht umguftofen. 
Wir bleiben dabei, es ijt dies eine Hare, deutlide Weisfagung auf den 
einigen Bropheten JEſus Chriftus. Th. Lätſch. 


= = 





Introduction to Sacred Theology.” 


(Prolegomena. ) 


The Nature and Constitution of Sacred Theology. 
1, The Scriptural Viewpoint of the Christian Theologian. 


Owing to the diverse views and tendencies prevailing among 
theologians to-day, it is necessary for the Christian theologian, before 
presenting to his readers his dogmatic treatise, to declare in clear 
and unmistakable terms from what viewpoint this has been written. 

The viewpoint of the present-day modernistic theologian is that 
truth must be determined by human reason in the light of scientific 
research. The theological Liberalist therefore does not recognize Holy 
Scripture as the source and norm of faith, but holds that this ancient 
standard of the Christian Church has been superseded by the stand- 
ards of reason and philosophy set up by himself. From this viewpoint 
his dogmatic treatise is written, and since this viewpoint is anti- 
Scriptural and unchristian, it follows that his whole theology is ra- 
tionalistic, naturalistic, and diametrically opposed to the Word of God. 





1) All who are acquainted with the three volumes of Dr. F. Pieper’s 
Christliche Dogmatik will readily agree that this phenomenal work de- 
serves a place in the library of every theologian in our country. Unfor- 
tunately it is written in a language which renders it inaccessible to the 
majority of American ministers. On account of the weighty importance 
of the Scriptural truths which Dr. Pieper so clearly sets forth in his Dog- 
matics the effort is here made to present in a condensed form the main 
thoughts of at least his inimitable Prolegomena. May these summaries 
induce many Christian teachers and ministers to study Dr. Pieper’s Christ- 
liche Dogmatik in the original! —J. 7. M. 
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The viewpoint of the Roman Catholic theologian is that truth 
must be determined by both Holy Scripture and the “infallible” 
traditions of the Church as these are formally set forth in the papal 
decretals and decisions.2) This erroneous viewpoint proves the anti- 
christian character of papistical theology; for it, too, is in direct 
opposition to Holy Scripture. 

The viewpoint of the modern rationalizing Protestant theologian 
is that, while Holy Scripture is indeed a “divine-human record of 
revealed truths,” which contains the doctrines that Christians must 
believe for their salvation, these saving truths must be determined not 
by any authoritative statement of the Scriptures, but rather by the 
“Christian faith-consciousness” or the “regenerate and sanctified 
mind” or the “Christian experience” of the theologian (das christliche 
Glaubensbewusstsein, das wiedergeborne Ich, das christliche Erlebnis). 
In his opinion not the objective statement of Holy Scripture, but 
rather the “sanctified self-consciousness of the dogmatizing subject” 
(das fromme Selbstbewusstsein des dogmatisierenden Subjekts) is, 
in the last analysis, the norm which decides what is divine truth or 
not. Modern rationalistic theology is therefore a movement away 
from Holy Scripture (eine Los-von-der-Schrift-Bewegung) to a source 
and norm of faith established by man himself. This movement 
may differ in degree, but is always the same in kind. It is basically 
anti-Scriptural and has its source in the unbelief of the carnal heart. 
The viewpoint of the modern rationalistic theologian must therefore 
likewise be rejected as unchristian and opposed to Holy Scripture. 

The viewpoint from which the present dogmatic treatise is 
written is that Holy Scripture is the only source and norm of the 
Christian faith and life, and this for the simple reason that the Bible 
is the divinely inspired Word of God, absolutely infallible and 
inerrant, both in whole and in part, so that on whatever point of doc- 
trine or life it has spoken, the matter is fully decided. (Scriptura 
locuta, res decisa est.) This viewpoint identifies Holy Scripture with 
the Word of God; it does not merely affirm that the Bible contains, 
but rather that it is, fully and absolutely, in all its parts, the Word 
of God. 

That this viewpoint is the only correct one is proved both by 
Christ and His inspired apostles. Our divine Savior accepted no 
other norm than Holy Scripture, and He invariably rejected the 
traditions of the Pharisees and the “reasonings” of the Sadducees. 
When declaring His divine doctrines and refuting error, He con- 
stantly based His teachings on the immovable foundation of the 





2) Thus he accepts as a source and norm of faith, in addition to Holy 
Scripture (to which he falsely adds the Apocrypha), something that is 
foreign and even opposed to Holy Scripture and ascribes to it the same 
authority as to the Word of God. 
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written Word of God. Thus at the beginning of His ministry He met 
the temptations of Satan with the emphatic assertion: “It is written,” 
Matt. 4, 4 ff., and to this principle He adhered throughout His 
ministry. Op. John 5,39; Matt.5,17—19; John 8, 31.32, etc. Also 
the apostles regarded Holy Scripture, including their own inspired 
teachings, oral or written, as the sole source and norm of faith. 
Cf. Gal.1,8; 2 Tim.3,15—17; Titus 1,9; 1 Oor.14,37; 2 Pet. 
1, 19, ete. When in the days of the Reformation the Bible was 
restored to its rightful place as the sole authority of the Christian 
faith, Luther once more proclaimed it as “the fountain of all wisdom.” 
(St. Louis Ed., I, 1289 ff.) The great Reformer said: “You must 
believe that God Himself speaks in the Bible, and your attitude to it 
must be accordingly.” (III, 21.) Those who, like the scholastic 
theologians, deviated from the Word of God and based their views and 
doctrines on grounds of reason or philosophy Luther styled “monsters” 
(portenta). The claim made by modern rationalistic theologians that 
Luther’s attitude to the authority of Holy Scripture was rather 
“a free one” (eine fretere Stellung) is disproved by his own clear 
and emphatic statements to the contrary. And like Luther, so all 
true Christian theologians have at all times maintained that the Bible 
is the inspired Word of God and therefore the only source and norm 
of Christian faith; and this truth they upheld against all gainsayers. 


Modern rationalistic theologians aver that they cannot identify 
Holy Scripture with the Word of God and therefore accept it as 
the sole norm because their sense of actuality (Wirklichkeitssinn) 
does not permit them to do so, but rather demands another norm 
outside and beyond Holy Scripture, such as their “Christian 
consciousness,” their “Christian experience,” etc. In reality, however, 
this claim only proves how seriously they are deceiving themselves; 
for the knowledge of the truth can be gained only from the Word of 
God, and upon it alone can the Christian faith be based. Our divine 
Lord states emphatically that we shall know the truth only if we con- 
tinue in His Word, as proclaimed either by Himself or by His inspired 
prophets and apostles, John 8, 31.32; 17,20; Eph. 2,20. The truth of 
this statement is evidenced by the fact that all theologians who re- 
jected Holy Scripture as the sole norm of faith have invariably 
denied the specific Christian doctrines, such as the vicarious atone- 
ment of Christ, justification by grace through faith, ete. (Cf. Dr. F. 
Pieper, Christliche Dogmatik, Vol. 1,4 ff.) Thus Hofmann, the father 
of the modern subjective theology (Ichtheologie), denied Christ’s 
Vicarious satisfaction and taught the pagan theology of salvation 
without the redemptive work of Christ. It is, moreover, proved by 
the confusion of doctrine which resulted whenever the principle that 
Holy Scripture is the sole authority in religion was either ignored 
or given up. This confusion in doctrine (Lehrverwirrung) prevails 
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whenever norms different from Holy Scripture are accepted as the 
basis of Christian doctrine; for subjective theology can never supply 
the Christian Church with a true and certain substratum of faith. 
Without Holy Scripture as the sole source and standard of faith the 
Church is wholly without a foundation on which to rest its faith; 
it finds itself in a maelstrom of conflicting subjective views, all of 
which are fatal to the Christian faith. 


2. Of Religion in General. 


The etymology of the term religion is still a matter of con- 
troversy. The Lutheran dogmatician Hollaz writes (32): “Some 
suppose the term religion to be derived from religando (Lactantius), 
others from relegendo (Cicero). According to the former derivation, 
religion signifies the obligation rightly to worship God or something 
which imposes upon man obligations and duties: According to the 
latter etymology, religion is diligent attention to those things which 
pertain to the worship of God. The former derivation is more 
generally received.” (Doctr. Theol., p.21.3)) The Lutheran dogma- 
tician Quenstedt mentions as synonyms of religion the Greek terms 
Bonoxsia, Jas. 1, 26; svoéBera, 1 Tim. 4, 8; doyexy Aatesia, Rom. 12, 1. 
However, none of these terms is really synonymous with religion, 
though each designates and emphasizes a peculiar phase of it. True 
religion is true communion with the true God through faith in 
Jesus Christ; nothing more and nothing less. Nevertheless, the con- 
troversy concerning the etymological meaning of religion need not 
trouble us since in the final analysis the connotation of a word does 
not depend on its etymological derivation, but rather on its usage 
(usus loquendi). 

But neither from the common usage of the term religion can we 
derive a satisfactory definition of religion by which both the Christian 
religion and the non-Christian religions may be grouped inclusively 
into one class. While both Christians and non-Christians employ the 
term religion, each of these groups connects with it its own specific 
concepts and meanings, and these are, as we shall see, contradictory. 
The matter deserves careful attention. 

Investigation shows that all heathen religions stand in direct op- 
position to the Christian religion. They are all, without exception, 
religions of the Law. To the heathen, religion means the earnest 
endeavor of men to reconcile the deities by their own efforts or works, 
such as worship, sacrifices, moral conduct, asceticism, etc. In this 
respect all non-Christian religions agree, no matter how much they 
may differ in accidental details. Nor can we expect anything else; 
for the heathen by nature do not know the Gospel [1 Cor. 2, 6—10: 
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“We speak ... the hidden wisdom, . . . which none of the princes of 
this world knew”], but only the divine Law, namely, in so far as this 
is written in their hearts, Rom.2,15: “Which show the work of the 
Law written in their hearts.” Hence all their religious thoughts move 
within the sphere of the Law, so that from beginning to end their 
religions are, and needs must be, “religions of the Law.” Christians, 
on the contrary, believe true religion to consist in the very opposite. 
To them religion means true faith in the Gospel of Jesus Christ, or 
in the gracious message, revealed in Holy Scripture, that a perfect 
reconciliation has been effected between God and man through the 
vicarious atonement (satisfactio vicaria) of the divine-human Christ, 
the Redeemer of the world. Hence religion in the true sense of the 
term may be ascribed only to believers in Christ Jesus. And that is 
precisely what Holy Scripture teaches on this score. Religion, in the 
sense of God’s Word, is communion with the true God through faith 
in Jesus Christ. Thus St. Paul testifies: “Knowing that a man is 
not justified by the works of the Law, but by the faith of Jesus Christ, 
even we have believed in Jesus Christ that we might be justified by 
the faith of Christ and not by the works of the Law,” Gal. 2,16. If 
within external Christendom, theologians or entire denominations 
deny the cardinal doctrine of justification by grace through faith in 
Christ, either in whole or in part, these persons or groups of persons 
have surrendered the Christian conception of religion and have 
adopted the pagan view. They are apostates from the Christian 
faith, as St. Paul declares: “Christ is become of no effect unto you 
whosoever of you are justified by the Law; ye are fallen from grace,” 
Gal.5,4. In short, the doctrine of salvation by faith and that of 
salvation by works are opposites (opposita), which needs must ex- 
clude each other, so that, if any one trusts in his works for salvation, 
he no longer in deed and truth professes the Christian religion. 


The basic difference between the Christian religion and all other 
so-called religions has been well pointed out by Professor F. Max 
Mueller of Oxford University, who writes: “In the discharge of my 
duties for forty years as professor of Sanskrit in the University of 
Oxford I have devoted as much time as any man living to the study 
of the sacred books of the East, and I have found the one key-note, 
the one diapason, so to speak, of all these so-called sacred books, . . . 
the one refrain through all — salvation by works. They all say that 
salvation must be purchased, must be bought with a price, and that 
the sole price, the sole purchase-money, must be our works and 
deservings. Our own Holy Bible, our sacred Book of the East, is 
from beginning to end a protest against this doctrine. Good works 
are indeed enjoined upon us in that sacred Book of the East; but 
they are only the outcome of a grateful heart; they are only a thank- 
offering, the fruits of our faith. They are never the ransom-money 
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of the true disciples of Christ. Let us not shut our eyes to what is 
excellent and true and of good report in these sacred books, but let us 
teach Hindus, Buddhists, and Mohammedans that there is only one 
sacred Book of the East that can be their mainstay in that awful hour 
when they pass all alone into the unseen world. It is the sacred Book 
which contains that faithful saying, worthy to be received by all men, 
women, and children, and not merely of our Christians, that Christ 
Jesus came into the world to save sinners.” (Cf. Dr. Pieper, Christ- 
liche Dogmatik, I, 15 ff.) 


3. Of the Number of Religions in the World. 


The number of religions in the world has been variously esti- 
mated. Commonly we speak of four different religions: the pagan, 
the Jewish, the Mohammedan, and the Christian. Others, again, have 
counted as many as thousand different religions. While in common 
parlance such enumerations may be employed, it must never be for- 
gotten that in the final analysis all religions resolve themselves into 
two: religions of the Law, that is, religions that endeavor to reconcile 
the deity by works of the Law, and the religion of the Gospel, that is, 
the belief, divinely wrought and engendered by the Holy Ghost 
through the means of grace, that God has been reconciled to the sinner, 
without any works on his part, through the vicarious redemption of 
Christ Jesus, and that consequently salvation is God’s free gift, ap- 
propriated by the sinner through faith in Christ Jesus. 

This division of religions into two distinct and opposing groups 
is truly Scriptural. Holy Scripture acknowledges as true religion 
only that which teaches that the sinner is saved through faith in 
Christ. It distinctly declares it to be the mission of the Christian 
Church to displace all man-made religions and to establish through- 
out the whole world the religion of the saving Gospel of Jesus Christ. 
Our divine Lord’s Great Commission reads: “Go ye into all the world 
and preach the Gospel to every creature. He that believeth and is 
baptized shall be saved, but he that believeth not shall be damned,” 
Mark 16, 15.16. To St. Paul the glorified Savior said: I am sending 
thee to the Gentiles “to open their eyes and to turn them from dark- 
ness to light and from the power of Satan unto God that they may 
receive forgiveness of sins and inheritance among them which are 
sanctified by faith that is in Me,” Acts 26,17.18. According to this 
express statement of Holy Writ all who do not believe the Gospel are 
kept in darkness and in the power of Satan, from which they are 
delivered only through sanctification by faith. Thus the Word of 
God recognizes only the Christian religion as true and as bringing 
salvation to men; it alone deserves the name of religion since it alone 
reunites sinful man with God. If man-made forms of worship are 
called religions, this term is applied to them in an improper sense, just 
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as idols are denominated “gods” though in reality they are not gods. 
This being the case, it is impossible to find a general religious concept 
or definition by which all religions existing in the world, both the true 
and the false, may be grouped in a single class. Christianity, by its 
very origin, does not belong in the group of religions which are 
man-made. 

All who deny this and claim that such a general religious con- 
cept or definition can be found, overlook the essential difference be- 
tween the religion of Christ and those of human origin. Thus religion 
has been defined as “the personal relation of man to God.” This 
definition, it has been affirmed, is broad enough to include both the 
Christian and the pagan religions. However, its inadequacy becomes 
apparent as we begin to analyze “man’s relation to God.” Since all 
men are sinners, their relation to God by nature is that of fear and 
despair and hence of hatred against God. This miserable relation is 
attested both by Scripture and experience. According to the clear 
teaching of God’s Word all men who are not born again through faith 
in Christ are “without Christ,” “have no hope,” and are “without 
God in the world,” Eph. 2,12. In spite of their earnest endeavors to 
reconcile God by their works, their fear and hopelessness continue; 
for they remain under the curse and condemnation of the divine Law. 
This fact St. Paul asserts when he writes: “As many as are of the 
works of the Law are under the curse,” Gal. 3,10. The same apostle 
says also that “the things which the Gentiles sacrifice they sacrifice 
to devils and not to God,” 1 Cor. 10,20. In short, as long as a person 
is without faith in Christ, his “personal relation to God” is a relation 
of dread, despair, and hopelessness and therefore also of enmity 
against God, Rom. 8,7. However, the personal relation to God changes 
as soon as a person becomes a child of God through faith in Christ; 
then he obtains “a good conscience,” the assurance of divine grace, 
the conviction that his sins are forgiven, and the inestimable hope of 
eternal life. “If any man be in Christ, he is a new creature; old 
things are passed away; behold, all things are become new,” 2 Cor. 
5,17. This blessed relation St. Paul describes most beautifully in 
Rom. 5, 1.2, where he writes: “Therefore, being justified by faith, we 
have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom also 
we have access by faith into the grace wherein we stand and rejoice 
in hope of the glory of God.” And again, v.11: “We also joy in God 
through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom we have now received the 
atonement.” The believer’s personal relation to God is therefore the 
very opposite of “the personal relation to God” which is found in the 
unbeliever; it is a relation of peace, joy, and happiness. 

Again, religion has been defined as “the method of worshiping 
God.” This definition is quite adequate as far as the Christian 
religion is concerned, but as a definition of religion in general it is 
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woefully inadequate, since all non-Christian religions are certainly 
not “methods of worshiping God.” True worship of God is possible 
only through faith in Christ, as our Lord emphatically tells us when 
He declares: “All men should honor the Son even as they honor the 
Father. He that honoreth not the Son honoreth not the Father, 
which hath sent Him,” John 5,23. Every “worship of God” without 
Christ dishonors God and is therefore not worship of God, but 
blasphemy and opposition to God. Indeed, it is devil-worship, as 
St. Paul declares when he writes: “The things which the Gentiles 
sacrifice they sacrifice to devils and not to God,” 1 Cor. 10,20. In 
these words the apostle affirms emphatically that the heathen cannot 
worship the true God. Though they be ever so earnest in their 
endeavor to placate their deities, their worship is a service of devils. 
The reason for this is clear. All non-Christian religions err with 
regard to the object as well as the method of worship. The heathen 
worship objects that are not divine and thus give the glory belonging 
to God to another and His praise to graven images, Is. 42,8. Such 
blasphemous worship is an abomination in the sight of God and there- 
fore the very opposite of true worship. But the non-Christian relig- 
ions err alse with regard to the method of worship. Since the heathen 
are ignorant of the divine Savior of men and so do not know that 
they must trust in Him for salvation, they seek to quiet their con- 
sciences whenever these are aroused to a consciousness of sin and guilt 
and to reconcile the objects of their worship by good works. But 
reliance on works for justification offends God and provokes Him to 
anger. “As many as are of the works of the Law are under the curse,” 
Gal. 3,10. That is God’s verdict, His own condemnation of a worship 
offered to Him on the grounds of human merits. In short, religion 
in general cannot be defined as “the method of worshiping God”; for 
that definition pertains only to the Christian religion and not to any 
other. This fact has been strongly affirmed by our Lutheran dogma- 
ticians. Hollaz writes (33): “Religion, improperly speaking, signi- 
fies the false; properly speaking, the true method of worshiping God.” 
(Doctr. Theol., p.22.) This distinction is as vital as it is correct. 


Quite recently religion has been defined as the “endeavor of man 
to secure, supplement, and perfect personal and social life with the 
aid of a higher, supernatural power.” This endeavor, the German 
theologian Kirn asserts, is common to all religions, so that it supplies 
us indeed with a general concept to define religion. However, this 
definition applies only to the religions of the Law, or to the non- 
Christian religions, which certainly endeavor to secure personal life 
through human efforts and works. It is the common denominator of 
every religion outside that of Christ; for the erroneous opinion that 
a man must save himself by good deeds (opinio legis) inheres by 
nature in all men. The Christian religion, however, differs radically 
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from this false notion. In fact, from beginning to end it is a protest 
against the false doctrine that a man must secure life by his own ef- 
orts. It absolutely rejects the doctrine of work-righteousness and 
affirms as its first and basic principle that a sinner is justified by 
grace alone, without the deeds of the Law. It is largely because 
of this antagonism of the Christian religion to those which teach 
salvation by works that the Gospel of Christ is a stumbling-block to 
the Jew and foolishness to the Greek, 1 Cor. 1,23; 2,14. Man, blinded 
by sin, does not desire a way to salvation that is purely by grace, 
through faith in a divine Savior. 

From the above it is clear that Christianity, because it is the only 
true religion, does not allow itself to be grouped together with man- 
made religions. There is no general religious concept or definition 
which covers both what Christianity is and what man-made religions 
stand for, because Christianity belongs in a class by itself. It alone 
is the true religion, while all man-made religions are false and 
counterfeit; and as little as counterfeit coin is money, so little can 
man-made religions substantiate their claim of being religions. If the 
term religion is applied to them, it is done altogether in an improper 
sense and according to the principle by which we apply to counterfeit 
coins the term money or by which Holy Scripture applies to the pagan 
idols the term gods (elohim). The applying of the name in this case 
never means that the thing so named is in deed and truth what the 
name expresses. The heathen idols are not gods, nor are the heathen 
forms of worship religions in the true sense of the term. Accordingly 
Quenstedt writes (I, 28): “The term religion is used either im- 
properly and falsely (abusive) or properly. Improperly and falsely 
it is used for false religion, namely, for the heathen, the Mohammedan, 
and the Jewish religion, in which sense Calixtus in the Theological 
Apparatus treats of the divers religions of the world, in spite of the 
fact that there is only one true religion, namely, the Christian.” 
In keeping with this doctrine our Lutheran dogmaticians never 
sought a general religious concept or definition to accommodate both 
the Christian and the non-Christian religions, but grouped the Chris- 
tian religion in a class by itself as the only religion and all others 
as false and unworthy of the name. This classification alone is 
Scriptural. 

But here the objection has been raised that the orthodox dog- 
maticians were destitute of an adequate psychological, philosophical, 
and historical discernment of the various non-Christian religions, so 
that their lack of appreciating these can well be understood. This 
want, it is claimed, has been supplied by modern research work in 
psychology of religion, philosophy of religion, and comparative relig- 
ion (Religionsgeschichte). Yet, as we shall see, even the results of 
these studies do not disprove the correctness of the old dual division 
of religion into the true and the false. 





446 Introduction to Sacred Theology. 


Modern religious psychology endeavors to point out “the similarity 
of the psychological phenomena” (die Gleichartigkeit der psycholo- 
gischen Erscheinungen) found in both the Christian religion and the 
non-Christian religions. This similarity, it is said, was overlooked 
by the older divines, and their inability to find a general religious 
concept or definition to cover both the Christian and the non- 
Christian religions is attributable to this fact. But we may reply to 
this charge that, after all, the psychological phenomena of the Chris- 
tian religion and of the non-Christian religions are not so very 
similar; in fact, essentially they are diametrically opposed to each 
other. In the heart of the non-Christian we invariably find such 
“psychological phenomena” as the consciousness of guilt, an accusing 
and condemning conscience, fear of punishment, inward flight from, 
and hatred of, God, and all these coupled with the constant desire to 
placate God by good works; since, however, good works cannot 
reconcile God, we find, in addition, the “psychological phenomena” of 
terror of death, hopelessness, and despair. These “psychological 
phenomena” are clearly attested by Holy Scripture, Eph. 2, 12: “Hav- 
ing no hope”; Heb. 2,15: “Who through fear of death were all their 
lifetime subject to bondage.” The ingenuous confessions of honest 
and earnest heathen thinkers emphatically confirm what Holy Scrip- 
ture teaches on this score; for they all reecho the tragic note of 
spiritual despair as they contemplate human sin and guilt. However, 
in the soul of the believing child of God we find the very opposite 
“psychological phenomena,” such as the consciousness of guilt removed 
and of sin forgiven, peace with God (Rom. 5, 1—3), filial love toward 
God and access to His grace, exceeding joy even in death, and the 
firm hope of eternal life. And all these “psychological phenomena” 
are coupled with the sanctified desire to serve God in deed and in 
truth, out of heartfelt gratitude for His unmerited gift of grace. 
Gal. 2,20: “The life which I now live in the flesh I live by the faith 
of the Son of God, who loved me and gave Himself for me.” St. Paul 
very convincingly affirms the diversity of the “psychological [?] phe- 
nomena” which he experienced before his conversion and after. He 
writes 1 Cor. 15,9.10: “I persecuted the Church of God; but by the 
grace of God I am what I am.” Also, in order to assure his readers 
of the blessedness of their Christian profession, he constantly directs 
their attention to the diversity of the “psychological experiences” 
which they had, first as poor blind heathen and afterwards as 
enlightened Christians. Eph. 2,5: “Even when we were dead in sins, 
hath [He] quickened us together with Christ.” Cf. Eph. 2, 11—22; 
_ 1 Cor. 12, 2.27, ete. The similarity of the “psychological phenomena” 

which modern students of religious psychology assert so strongly is 
only a formal, not a material, similarity. Thus Christians worship 
and heathen worship; yet how radically different is their worship in 
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all its essentials! Christians pray and heathen pray; yet what a vast 
difference there is between the Christian and the pagan prayer! 
Thus also religious psychology cannot deny the essential difference 
between the Christian religion and the non-Christian religions and 
must therefore admit that the dual division of religions into the true 
and the false is correct. 

The same is true of the historical study of religion. Com- 
parative religion (Religionsgeschichte) demonstrates the fact that all 
religions outside the Christian religion are “religions of the Law,” or 
“religions of works,” maintaining as their basic principle the universal 
tenet that man must earn his salvation by worthy deeds. The “glad 
news” of salvation by grace through faith, on the other hand, is found 
in the Bible only, not in any other so-called book of religion. So also 
the historical study of religion can establish no other division of 
religions than that of the Lutheran dogmaticians, who put into the 
first group the Christian religion as the one teaching salvation by 
grace and into the second all man-made religions, teaching salva- 
tion by works. “Work religions” may differ in non-essential details, 
which depend on climatic, psychological, and racial factors, but they 
all agree in the common fundamental principle of work-righteousness. 

Lastly also the philosophical study of religion, or philosophy of 
religion, cannot lead us beyond the dual division of religions into 
two distinct kinds, the one true and the other false. The student 
of religious philosophy can, of course, operate only with the natural 
knowledge of God, or the divine Law written in the heart of man. 
But when he does define religion on purely natural premises, that is to 
say, when he views religion wholly apart from divine revelation, his 
conclusion must needs be that religion is essentially man’s effort to 
reconcile God on the grounds of right conduct. Thus Socrates, the 
greatest of Greek philosophers, though he surpassed all Greek phi- 
losophers by the grandeur and sublimity of his philosophico-religious 
ideas, nevertheless demanded that in the hour of his death a cock 
should be sacrificed to Aesculapius. Socrates conceived the need of 
a savior, far greater than any human savior might be; yet since the 
Savior of the Bible was unknown to him, he was obliged to trust in 
his works for righteousness. So also Immanuel Kant, who is com- 
monly regarded as the foremost religious philosopher and is still the 
greatest of all modern philosophers, affirmed that from the viewpoint 
of pure philosophy the essence of religion must be regarded as 
“morality” and that the Christian doctrine of the atonement can have 
no place in any speculative system of religion. Religious philosophy 
must therefore always conceive of religion as the human effort to win 
salvation by works. Thus the dual division of religion which Chris- 
tian divines made long ago must be retained even to-day. 

There is, however, a system of religious philosophy which pur- 
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poses to build up its rationalistic speculations on the basis of Holy 
Scripture. The advocates of this type of religious philosophy admit 
that the revealed truths of Holy Scripture lie beyond the intellectual 
comprehension of man. For this reason these must be believed, that 
is, accepted as true a priori. Yet with this simple act of believing the 
theologian should not rest satisfied. Through faith in the divine 
truths of revelation he must progress to their intellectual appre- 
hension. What the ordinary believer knows by faith the theologian 
must understand. So Anselm of Canterbury, the father of medieval 
scholasticism, declared: “Credo, ut intelligam.” Anselm’s purpose, in 
a way, was laudable. He sought to meet and refute the skeptics of his 
time who a priori rejected the revealed truths as false because they are 
unintelligible to human reason. Anselm demanded that the revealed 
truths should first be believed in order that they might be dialectically 
demonstrated and rationally understood. His underlying principle 
was that “a Christian through faith must progress to understanding 
and not through understanding to faith.” (“Christianus per fidem 
debet ad intellectum proficere, non per intellectum ad fidem acce- 
dere.”) The disciples of Anselm are the modern advocates of 
“scientific theology,” falsely so called, who, like their medieval teacher, 
assert that faith must be elevated to knowledge, because only in this 
way the Christian religion can be perceived and demonstrated as the 
absolute truth. But this endeavor to harmonize faith with reason 
is unscriptural. Jesus assures us that we shall know the truth only 
if, and as long as, we continue through faith in His Word, John 8, 
31.32. In the same spirit, St. Paul asserts that all teachers of the 
Church who do not adhere to the truth of Christ Jesus by simple 
faith are “proud, knowing nothing, but doting,” 1 Tim. 6,3.4. Thus 
both Christ and Paul are opposed to the endeavor of “scientific 
theologians” to elevate faith to knowledge and the revealed truth to 
a human science. The reason for this is evident. The Christian 
religion cannot be brought down to the level of man’s intellectual 
comprehension without losing its supernatural character and content. 
History shows very plainly how fatal the endeavor to elevate faith to 
knowledge has proved itself. Anselm denied the active obedience of 
Christ, Abaelard denied His vicarious atonement, and in recent times 
the adherents of “scientific theology” have denied both the divine in- 
spiration of Holy Scripture and the justification of a sinner by grace, 
through faith in Christ. Thus both the formal and the material 
principle of Christianity has been denied, and the whole Christian 
religion has been eviscerated of its divinely revealed content. The 
ultimate consequence of the application of philosophy to theology is 
Modernism or agnosticism. 

Incidentally, also this last consideration proves the correctness of 
the dual division of religions into the true and the false; for the con- 
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tent of the Christian religion is of such a nature that it is either com- 
pletely received by faith or completely rejected since the mysteries of 
revealed truth are not recognized as such by human reason. The 
perverted reason of man acknowledges as true only the religions of 
the Law, or of works, while with all its might it contends against 
the religion of faith. On the other hand, Holy Scripture condemns 
as false all religions of works, just as it condemns unregenerate 
human reason as blind, dead, and absolutely unable to perceive the 
things of the Spirit of God, 1 Cor. 2, 14. 
JoHN THEODORE MUELLER. 
(To be continued.) 
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The Sermon Methods. 
(Concluded.) 


When the theme is the chief thought expressed in the text and 
the parts are deductions from the text, then we have an analytic- 
synthetic outline. When the theme is a thought derived by way of 
deduction from the chief thought of the text and the parts are those 
expressed in the text, then we have a synthetic-analytic outline. 

James M. Hoppin, who was a pupil of August Neander and pro- 
fessor in Yale College, wrote a book on homiletics in 1869, revising it 
in 1881. Speaking of the form of the sermon, he says: “We come 
now, under this general subject of the classification of sermons ac- 
cording to their treatment and form, to say a few words upon the 
actual form of the sermon. While the classification of sermons in 
this respect has been with all homiletical writers a fruitful one, we 
have already suggested that the simplest method of classification 
would be, first, into the textual; secondly, the topical, sometimes 
called ‘subject sermons’; thirdly, the textual-topical. A more elabo- 
rate classification which was proposed would regard the form of the 
sermon as depending upon the manner of treating the text, the 
manner of treating the subject, and the general rhetorical treatment 
and would bring into view the various kinds of textual, topical, ex- 
pository, doctrinal, ethical, historical, argumentative, meditative, and 
hortatory sermons. But we will not enter into this wide field or 
repeat what has been said on these points and will notice only for 
a moment the two grand divisions of the textual and the topical 
forms of sermon. 

“Tf we were asked what style of sermonizing should be mainly 
recommended, not by any means as the exclusive one, but as the most 
ordinary method of preaching, year in and year out, for a pastor’s 
regular work of instruction from the pulpit, we should answer that, 
without making it a dry excogitation of the Scriptures and without 
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bibliolatry, — for the Bible itself is but a book [?], which ought not to 
be worshiped, and only He whom it reveals should be adored, — the 
expository method should be employed, or, rather, what might be 
called the ‘textual’ as contrasted with the ‘topical’ style of discourse. 
We use ‘textual’ here not precisely in its technical sense. 


“A ‘textual sermon,’ technically, is one that follows in its treat- 
ment closely the words of the text, clause by clause and word by word. 
We would employ ‘textual’ here rather in the sense of ‘text-preaching,’ 
that is, making the text the absolute subject of the sermon and not 
an abstract subject evolved from the text; holding firmly to the text, 
drawing the real material, the real thought, and the real inspiration 
from the word of Scripture. It is, in fact, ‘Biblical preaching’ instead 
of ‘theme-preaching.’ It takes a long time to be emancipated from 
the tyranny of the topical or theme sermon, which has dominated over 
our pulpits. This, we grant, has done a great work and will continue 
to do so; the most cultivated audiences are best pleased with it and 
also profited by it; but its exclusive use has engendered many errors 
of preaching and has sometimes led astray from the true object of 
preaching. It has, above all, spoiled variety and freedom. Topical 
preaching, as has been hinted, draws from the text a particular theme 
or, what is often the case, takes a topic before taking a text and 
makes that topic the subject of the sermon. Here is its unity. It 
requires an artistic handling, like an oration or a piece of sculpture. 
It is a perfect discourse, formed upon the rules of art. It is some- 
thing, after all, outside of the text, though it should be in strict accor- 
dance with it. It requires brief texts, containing complete themes, 
and themes capable of didactic development. But this style of ser- 
monizing is very apt to lead to a neglect of the Word of God. The 
sermon, in fact, hangs on the proposition or topic instead of on the 
text; and how many wrong topics, such as the text never taught, have 
been drawn out to serve as themes of this kind of sermon; e.g., by 
a German preacher, who made the subject of Acts 26,24: ‘Festus said 
with a loud voice, Paul, thou art beside thyself; much learning hath 
made thee mad’: ‘The doubtful and perilous character of religious 
enthusiasm.’ A sermon should spring up from the Word of God 
studied within the circle of a minister’s pastoral duties, needs, and 
requirements; and while sometimes the topic will be suggested before 
the text (though we think this is not a good rule) and there should 
be all proper freedom here, since the pastor has two books to study, 
his Bible and his people, yet when the text is once chosen, however 
and whenever done, then it should be treated with honor and thought- 
ful attention as the utterance of God upon the specific duty or subject 
in hand. Topical preaching is needed for the wants and emergencies 
of the pulpit and will continue in vogue, and all will follow it who 
aim at a high standard of scientific excellence in sermonizing; but 
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uniformly pursued, it will present the human side of preaching pre- 
dominantly, will hide Christ, and injure the cause of Christian truth; 
and a return to nature, to Biblical preaching, to the teachings of the 
‘Spirit of Christ,’ will constitute a real reform. 


“Textual preaching, in the sense in which we have explained it, 
where the text forms the actual basis of discourse and is immediately 
and mainly treated of, enables the preacher to interpret the Word of 
God more closely; which course is in harmony with the main theory 
already advanced, that preaching is primarily interpretation — inter- 
pretation not of a dead, but living sort, adapted to spiritual awakening 
and persuasion. It also enables the preacher to employ texts that 
comprise longer or shorter portions of Scripture; and this is the 
beauty of this method, that the texts may be longer and thus embrace 
a wider range of truth, like the parables of our Lord or like the 
extended figures in the 15th chapter of Luke, 1 Cor. 9, 24—27, Eph. 6, 
14—17; or narrative and historical texts; or texts containing some 
important subject fully treated, as 1 Cor.13, and Mark 10, 33—50, 
where humility is the underlying lesson of the whole passage; or medi- 
tative texts, as many of the psalms, in which the inmost religious life 
of the writer is set forth. The textual discourse honors the Word of 
God by thus keeping near to it and dwelling ever upon it. It gradu- 
ally develops the riches of the text, following it out in its details, not 
perhaps running into a formal proposition and argument, but at the 
same time not disregarding the ground truth of the passage (das 
innere Faktum), the essential unity of the thought, the broad gen- 
eralization which comprehends the whole. It has a true subject, which 
may be usually defined by some general title, such as “The Centurion’s 
Faith,’ ‘The Healing of the Blind Man,’ ‘The Golden Rule,’ ‘The New 
Commandment.’ Thus the teaching is brought directly out of the 
Scriptures in an original way, in all its spiritual power, with nothing, 
as it were, of human invention intervening between the living Word 
and the living hearts of men. This is apt to be edifying preaching, 
feeding souls upon the Bread of Life. This kind of preaching, mixing 
in with it the topical, so that the sermon shall partake of the synthetic 
as well as analytic character, is a profitable form of sermonizing. 
This was F. W. Robertson’s usual way of preaching. While we would 
thus strongly urge a return to Biblical preaching, as coming back 
again to the living springs of power, as being the most spiritual as 
well as the most ancient form of pulpit address, continuing until in 
the fourth and fifth centuries Greek speculation and rhetoric began 
to destroy the free exposition of Scripture and the inartificial style 
of interlocutory address of homily and to mold the discourse upon 
the formal principles of Greek art, yet we would not be understood as 
denying art and philosophy their proper place in the sermon.” 
Hoppin calls that textual or analytic preaching which “follows 











452 The Sermon Methods. 


in treatment closely the words of the text, clause by clause and word 
by word,” while topical or synthetic preaching is that “which draws 
from the text a particular theme” and then treats it independently 
of the text, the sermon being a “discourse formed upon the rules of 
art” and “something, after all, outside of the text.” Yet Hoppin 
admits that all preaching should be “in strict accordance with the 
text”; therefore he prefers the kind of preaching in which “the ser- 
mon shall partake of the synthetic as well as analytic character.” The 
objection which Hoppin makes against the topical, or synthetic, 
method of sermonizing is done away with as soon as we define the 
synthetic method to be that method which also takes its thoughts 
from the text, that is, the thoughts which are implied in the text 
and derived from the text by way of deduction. 

Hering, in his book Die Lehre von der Predigt, printed in 1897, 
says: “Man nennt nach aelterem homiletischem Sprachgebrauch jene 
Predigt, die nur aus dem Texte schoepft, analytische Predigt; man 
koennte sie ebensowohl und vielleicht mit mehr Recht eine exegeti- 
sierende nennen, weil sie von der Auslegung des einzelnen zur An- 
wendung fortschreitet. Diese zweite Gattung der Predigt nennt man 
wegen der Verknuepfung des Schriftinhalts mit Gesichtspunkten, die 
nicht unmittelbar aus dem Text entnommen, sondern nach der homi- 
letischen Absicht gewaehlt sind, synthetisch. Sie darf so auch aus 
dem Grunde heissen, weil sie, in ihrer eigenen Gliederung, sei diese 
in Dispositionen ausgesprochen oder nicht, eine Synthesis, einen 
Aufbau zum Ganzen, darstellt. Der Wert dieser Schulterminologie 
ist aber nicht zu ueberschaetzen; denn der Unterschied fliesst. Im 
Sinne des streng logischen Begriffs ist keine Predigt rein analytisch; 
das kann nur rein exegetische Entfaltung des Textgedankens sein. 
Jede praktisch angewandte Exegese fuehrt aber schon notwendig zur 
Verknuepfung, das ist, zur Synthesis, nur dass diese sich in der ana- 
lytischen Predigt aufs einzelne beschraenkt, nicht beherrschendes, 
gestaltendes Prinzip der Rede wird. Andererseits fuehrt jede synthe- 
tische Predigt, sofern sie schriftaufschliessend sich mit ihrem Texte 
beschaeftigt, ihn nicht bloss tangentenartig, sondern zentral anfasst, 
auch Elemente der Analyse mit sich.” 

The use of the terms analytic and synthetic is not new, nor is the 
description of the methods as we have given it new. In his book 
Erlaeuterung ueber die Praecepta Homiletica, printed in 1746, Johann 
Jakob Rambach gives the following definition and explanation of the 
two sermon methods: — 

“In methodo disponendi analytica propositio continet summam 
textus tractandi, quae deinde in praecipuas suas partes resolvitur. 
Was dispositionem analyticam betrifft, welche die leichteste und na- 
tuerlichste ist, so begreift die Proposition die summam des Textes 
in sich. Bei Verfertigung einer Proposition kommt es bei der 
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methodo analytica auf zwei Fragen an: 1) Wovon handelt der Text? 
2) Wie handelt er davon? ... Diese Art, die Disposition zu erlaeu- 
tern, hat man einige Regeln zu merken, welche zugleich die akkurate 
Einteilung der Predigt dirigieren. Es sind deren vier: Regula 1: 
Quot insunt textui primariae materiae, tot fiant partes. Regula 2: 
Quot unius materiae adsunt distincta genera, tot fiant partes. 
Regula 3: Quot sunt distinctae species, tot fiant partes. Regula 4: 
Quot insunt textui primaria argumenta, tot fiant partes. 

“In methodo synthetica doctrina aliqua ex textu eruitur, ac se- 
cundum partes et argumenta a-textu suppeditata pertractatur, ubi 
partim ad thema tractandum, partim ad tractandi modum attenden- 
dum est. Das fundamentum dispositionis syntheticae ist also ein 
porisma, ein consectarium, das entweder expressis verbis in dem Text 
lieget oder doch per bonam consequentiam daraus hergeleitet wer- 
den kann.” 

It is not a Gérrect definition of a porisma to say that it expresses 
a thought that is either found in the text expressis verbis or that can 
be derived from it; a porisma is only the latter. This statement by 
Rambach somewhat confuses his definition of the synthetic method. 
That his definition lacks clarity can also be seen from the fact that 
Rambach says: “Je naeher die synthetischen Predigten der methodo 
analytica kommen oder eine analytische Erklaerung des Textes zum 
Grunde haben, desto besser sind sie.” Furthermore, his somewhat 
confused thinking in reference to the synthetic method is seen in 
the following quotation, in which he is still speaking of the synthetic 
method: “Ein jeder pars wird zuvoerderst aus dem Text hergeleitet, 
in welchem die Sache entweder klar und deutlich lieget oder doch 
durch eine richtige Folge aus demselben kann hergeleitet werden.” 

Reu, in his Homiletics, gives the following definitions: “When 
its edifying materials have been lifted from the text and are now to 
be built up into the sermon, a double mode of procedure is possible. 
We may either take the main thought of the text as our theme and 
divide this thought into its constituent parts without regard to the 
divisions of the text, or we may let the divisions of the text determine 
the divisions of the sermon and by combining them into a unity 
arrive at our theme. The former is the synthetic, or ‘topical,’ the 
latter the analytic, or ‘textual,’ sermon method. In following either 
method, it is important to remember that the subject-matter of the 
sermon must be none other than that given in the text; for what has 
been said in Part II concerning the relation of the sermon to the text 
must always be kept in mind. Hence the term ‘textual’ as over 
against ‘topical,’ to denote the analytic sermon method, is open to 
misconception. But while in both methods the materials of the text 
are used, in the synthetic method the text furnishes only the main 
thought or theme, which forms the source for the material of the 
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sermon and from which its divisions are derived according to the 
rules of logic and rhetoric, independently of the text. The text is 
indeed drawn upon again and again in the development of the various 
divisions, but it does not determine the divisions themselves. In the 
analytic method, on the contrary, the text furnishes both the main 
thought and the material as such and determines the divisions of the 
sermon. In the former method the main thought is found first; in 
the latter the main thought, combining into one the various divisions, 
is found last. In the former we begin with the unity of the main 
thought of the text and deduce from it the variety of materials con- 
tained therein; in the latter we start with the variety of materials 
found in the text and ascend to the unity of the main thought in 
which they are gathered together. In the former method therefore 
we proceed from a unity in which all is already gathered up (syn- 
thesis) to variety; in the latter we proceed from a gathering up of 
the variety in the text (analysis) to unity.” 

To summarize: A thorough study of the text on the basis of 
the original text, the context, and parallel passages of Scripture must 
form the groundwork, the basis, for any sermon method. This is the 
conditio sine qua non of good sermonizing, since in any case the text, 
that text which the preacher has chosen for his sermon, must be 
preached. Now, if the text is to be preached, one must preach 
either the thoughts expressed in the text or the thoughts deduced 
from the text; anything else would be outside of the text, though 
not necessarily outside of the Scriptures. Therefore there can be 
only two sermon methods: that which uses what the text states 
expressis verbis (analytic) or that which uses what is deduced from 
the text (synthetic). Often the two methods are combined to form 
an analytic-synthetic or a synthetic-analytie outline; that, however, 
does not give us a new method, but only a combination of two existing 
methods. Whichever method is used, the specific thought of the text, 
either expressed in the text or derived from the chief thought of the 
text by a porisma, is the theme of the sermon; the parts also in both 
methods are taken from the text and are never simply derived from 
dogmatics or a commentary or a parallel passage of Scripture. While 
the analytic method, adhering closely to the thoughts expressed in 
the text, will not admit of variety, except in the wording of the theme 
and the parts, the synthetic method, deducing thoughts from the text, 
admits of much variety of thought in the presentation. Even the 
rule that the synthetic theme must conform to the chief thought of 
the text does not exclude a variety of thought in the synthetic theme. 
The analytic method is the easier method; the synthetic method calls 
for far more homiletic skill. When using the synthetic method, the 
preacher must be careful not to make deductions which cannot easily 
be shown to be deductions, but which are so far-fetched that, after 
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all, he would be preaching not what is in the text, but what is out- 
side of the text. 

Finally, it must be said that the application of the rules laid 
down for the analytic and the synthetic sermon methods should, in 
the outline, not extend beyond the theme and the chief divisions; 
it should not be extended to the subdivisions, lest we unnecessarily 
restrict and burden the homiletic conscience and frustrate the very 
purpose of homiletics, which is not an art for art’s sake, but an art 
which is to serve the very definite purpose of expounding and apply- 
ing a text of Scripture as the text demands it and the needs of the 
hearers require it. In the final analysis every sermon will contain 
both analysis and synthesis. 

The definitions which have been given of the two sermon methods, 
the analytic and the synthetic, form a convenient, workable basis for 
good sermonizing, and the preacher who makes his outlines accord- 
ingly will not fail to make good outlines, write good sermons, and, if 
his delivery be good, preach to congregations that will be benefited 
by his preaching and will be glad to hear him again and again. And, 
indeed, we should strive after, and cultivate, good preaching; “denn 
es ist kein Ding, das die Leute mehr bei der Kirche behaelt denn die 
auTE Predigt.” (Apology, Art. XXIV.) Joun H. C. Fritz. 
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Dispofitionen über die von der Synodalfonferen; 
angenommene Serie altieftamentlider Texte. 


GErfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis. 
Spr. 11, 28—28. 

Wud unter Chriften gibt es viele, die meinen, fie diirften ihre irdi⸗ 
fen Giiter gang nach eigenem Belieben gebraudjen; diefe Giiter ge- 
hörten eben ihnen, und deren Gebrauch ftehe in feiner Begiehung gu 
ihrem Seelenleben oder ihrem Verhalinis gu Gott. Das ift aber falſch; 
und wer fo denft, fteht in großer Gefahr. Deshalb betradhten wir: 


Wie widtig es ijt, daß wir unfere irdiſchen Güter redt gebranden. 
1. Der berfehrte Gebraud derfelben ftiirgt den 
Menfden ins’ Unglid. 
2. Der rehte Gebraud vermehrt fein Glid. 


1. 
A. Die Weiſe des ſelbſtſüchtigen Weltmenſchen. 
Der Weltmenſch prahlt gerne mit ſeinem Geſchäftsſinn und ſeinen Ge⸗ 
ſchäftsmethoden. Er glaubt, er habe die rechte Weiſe gefunden, ſeine 
Güter zu gebrauchen und zu mehren. Wie macht er es denn? So: 
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1. Gr ,farget, dDa er nicht foll“, V. 24. Anjtatt mild- 
tatig gegen die Armen gu fein und gur Ausbreitung des Reiches Gottes 
beigufteuern, tragt er fein Geld auf die Bank oder legt e3 auf diefe oder 
jene Weife an, um fein Gut mit Wuder und überſatz gu mehren. 


2. Er ift einer, der , Rorn innehalt”, V. 26. <Anftatt fein 
Getreide gu verfaufen, fpeidert er es auf, bis die Preife fo hod geftiegen 
find, daß die Armen das taglide Brot faum erſchwingen fonnen. Was 
fiimmert’s ifn, daß ungablige Rindlein nad) Brot fdreien? Cr hat e3 
aufs Geldmadjen abgefehen, Amos 8, 5. 6. 

3. Er ift einer, der , nad Unglid ringet“, B.27. An- 
ftatt feinem Nadften gu helfen, fein Gut und feine Nahrung gu beffern 
und gu bebiiten, ftrengt er fic) an, fie ifm gu entwenden; feine Ron- 
furrenten fudjt er ins Verderben gu ftiirgen. Cr ift babjiidtig und 
gonnt feinem Nächſten noch nicht einmal fein taglides Brot, Spr. 12, 
12; 21,10. 

4, Gr ift einer, der ,fid auf feinen Reidtum ver— 
läßt“, B.28. Der Mammon ijt fein Gott. Auf den Mammon fest 
ex feine Zuverſicht; in ihm hofft er fein Gliic gu finden. Aber: 


B., Der Gottlofen Goffen wird Unglid”, B.23b. 
Wer feine irdifden Giiter nad der Weiſe der Gottlojen veriwaltet, ver- 
mehrt und gebraudt, ftiirgt fic) ind Verderben. 

1. Oft ſchon in diefem Neben. a. Er wird „ärmer“, 
V. 24. Wird er auch immer reider an Geld und Gut, fo verliert er 
doch oft gerade das, wodurch diefes Leben glücklich gemacht wird, Spr. 
18,7. Manchmal geht diefes Wort aber auch buchftablich in Erfiillung. 
Die Geigigen verlieren oft ihren Reichtum gerade infolge ihres hab- 
gierigen Treiben3. — b. Yom , fluden die Leute“, BV.26. Der 
Geighals hat feine Freunde. Die Reichen ſchmeicheln ihm wohl, folange 
es fic) fiir fie lohnt, aber Zutrauen und Liebe fdenfen fie ihm nidt. 
Die Armen, die bon ihm betrogen und bedriict tworden find, haſſen ihn, 
Gir. 31,29. — Unglid begegnet ifm, B.27. Anftatt Freude 
und Frieden bereitet er fich durch fein gottlofes Weſen nur Hergeleid 
und ftiirgt fic) ins Verderben, Spr. 15, 27. 

2. Gewiß aber in jenem Leben, BV. 28a. Matth. 25, 41—46; 
Ruf. 16,19—31. Go ftiirgt der verfehrte Gebraud der irdiſchen Giiter 
den Menſchen ins Ungliid. 

2. 

A. Die Beife de3 Glaubigen. Auf den erften Glick ſcheint 
er einen berfehrten Weg eingujdlagen; denn anjtatt gu fparen, ftreut 
der Glaubige feine Giiter aus. 

1. Gr ,teilt aus” und ,fegnet reichlich“, B. 24.25. 
Er ift ,barmberzig und milde“, Pſ. 37, 21. Er weiß, dak Gott ihm 
feine irdiſchen Güter gegeben hat, damit er imftande fei, feinen diirftigen 
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Mitmenfdjen gu helfen. Das tut er denn aud. Vuk. 9,36; Hebr. 13, 16; 
Sef. 57,8; Eph. 4, 28. 

2. Er erquidt feine Mitmenfden (,trunfen madt”), 
V. 25. Er gebraucht die bon Gott empfangenen Gaben, um feinen Mit- 
menſchen Freude zu bereiten, um ihnen die ſchweren Sorgen abgu- 
nehmen uſw. © twiebiel Gelegenheit bietet fic fiir folde Liebestätigkeit! 

3.€r fudt ftets das Gute, B.27. Ex ift nidt habfiidtig, 
neidiſch und enghergig, fondern ijt ſtets darauf bedadjt, feinen Mit—⸗ 
menſchen gu helfen und ifr Wobhlergehen gu fordern. Bu dem Zwecke 
bringt er auch Opfer, wenn es notig ijt. — Weil er aber ein Rind Gottes 
ift, ftrengt er fid) bor allem an, die Siinder gu Chrifto gu fiihren und fie 
fo bon der ewigen Pein gu erretten. Cr gebraudt feine Giiter, um 
Kirchen und Sdulen gu erhalten, Miffion gu treiben uf. Dadurd 
beweiſt er ſich als fluger und treuer Gaushalter. Deshalb heißt e3: 


B. ,Der Geredhten Wunſch muß dod wohl ge— 
raten“, 8.23. „Doch“, dads heißt, obgleid es vor Menfden fdeint, 
alg miiffe der Glaubige durd) feine Mildtatigteit ſchließlich ins Ver- 
derben fommen, fo wird fid) fein Wunſch doch erfiillen: auch feine 
irdiſchen Güter werden ihm gum Gegen gereidjen. 

1. Oft fon in diefem Leben. a. Gr ,hat immer 
mehr” und , wird fett”, B. 24.25. Ma, der liebe Gott fegnet 
Die chriftlide Liebestatigfeit und Opferfreudigfeit oft mit irdifden 
Gütern, Pf.112; Spr.19,17. V. 24a geht oft budhftablid) in Er- 
füllung. — b. Er wird erquidt merden (,trunfen merden"), 
%.25b. Der HErr wird fein Leben mit Freude erfiillen; ja gerade 
durch feine LiebeStatigfeit und feinen Miffionseifer wird e3 immer 
lichter und froblider im Gergen und im Hauſe werden. — c. „Segen 
fommt iiber ifn’, ihm ,miderfagrt Gutes”, und er wird 
„grünen mie ein Blatt”, B.26—28. Weil er ein Kind Gottes 
ijt und feine Giiter im Dienfte Gottes und feines Nächſten braudt, rubt 
Gottes Segen fdon in diefem Leben auf ihm. : 

2. Befonders aber in jenem Leben, Matth. 25, 34—40; 
Pj. 112, 6. So vermehrt der Glaubige durd den redjten Gebrauch 
feiner irdiſchen Giiter fein Gliid. 

Schluß. Auf welche Weife willft du deine Giiter gebrauchen? 





Zweiter Sonntag nad Trinitatis. 
Richt. 2,1—5. 
Luthers erfte Thefe: „Da unfer HErr und Meifter” uſw. ift wahr. 
Wie wir taglid) viel fiindigen, fo bedarf es aud) der tagliden, immer 
wieder ernenten Buße und Umkehr gu Gott. Auch diefe Buße ift wie 
die erjtmalige ein Werk der allmadtigen Gnade unſers Gottes und 
Heilandes. 
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Wie fid der Heiland feiner irrenden Schafe annimmt. 


1. In feinem Wort ruft er die Irrenden gu fig. 
2. Durd fein Wort mirkt er ihre Rücktehr. 


4. 

Richt. 1 wird gefdildert, wie Israel allmablich in feinem Cifer 
nachließ, bis es in der allergriften Gefabr ganglidjen Abfalls ftand. 
Auf Zeiten de3 Cifer3 im Leben des eingelnen und der Gemeinde folgen 
oft Zeiten der Gleichgiiltigfeit und Nachläſſigkeit, da Gott und fein 
Wort allmahliG in den Hintergrund gedrangt wird. 


Was gefdhieht? Der Engel de3 HErrn nimmt fic der Seinen, die 
in fo grofer Gefabr ſchweben, aufs allerberglidjte an. Das ijt der 
Bote Gottes, der felber Gott der HErr ijt, als Gott redet, V.1—3. 
JEſus, der Unfanger und Vollender de3 Glaubens, Hebr. 12,2, fucht 
aud die irrenden Schafe wieder guredtgubringen, Heſek. 34, 11—16. 
Das tut er durch fein Wort. Um fie gur Erfenntnis ifrer Sünde gu 
bringen, Halt er ihnen ihre Sünden vor, predigt Geſetz. Cin ſchwerer 
Vorwurf: „Ihr habt meiner Stimme nicht gehordt.” (Ausfiihren auf 
Grund bon Kap. 1 und 2,2.) Reiner fonnte das Teugnen. Aud wir 
fonnen unfere Giinde nicht leugnen. Man meife hin auf Beitfiinden: 
Gleidhgiiltigfeit gegen Gottes Wort und die Reichgottesfache, Verivelt- 
lichung, wofür man fonfrete Beifpiele angeben follte. Gottes Wort 
fteht far und deutlid dba. Je nach der Vefdaffenheit der geftraften 
Sünde weiſe man auf flare Verbote Gottes hin. Wir haben einfad 
feiner Stimme nicht gehordt! 

Der Heiland fragt weiter: , Warum abt ihr das getan?“ Habt 
ifr eine Entjduldigung, dann fagt e3. Heutgutage entfdhuldigt man 
fich wohl gerne mit veranderten Beitverhaltnifjen; man fonne nicht 
mehr fo ftreng, fo peinlich genau fein. Wher Gott erwartet e3. Er 
hat nicht gefagt, daß feine Gebote nur der erſten Chrijtenheit gelten 
follten, dah wir Menſchen des zwanzigſten Jahrhunderts uns nicht mehr 
danach gu ridten batten. 

Nun die Drohung, V.3. Verkuppelung mit der Welt, Siinden- 
dienft, führt immer tiefer ins BVerderben, immer tweiter bon Gott hin- 
tweg, Rom. 5,16.19. 20; Spr. 6, 27.28. Sieht man das nicht im 
Reben des eingelnen, in der Gefdhidjte der Gemeinden? 

Nit nur Gefek, fondern auch Evangelium predigt Chriftus. Er 
erinnert die bon ihm Wbgeirrten an feine untwandelbare Gnade: ,,nidt 
nadlaffen etwiglich”. odt fie gur Riidfehr. Deshalb Gefeb, deshalb 
Evangelium. O des treuen Heilande3! Er geht uns nad aud auf 
unfern manderlet Irrwegen, warnt, drobt, lodt. Schrecklich, wenn er 
ſchwiege wie bor Herodes, Luk. 23,9. Danfen wir ihm, felbft wenn er 
un8 hart anpact! Gr twill nur unfer Geil. RKehren wir um! — Konnen 
twit das? Der HSeiland felber wirft durd fein Wort Bufe. 
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2. 


Das Volf hort die Worte des HSErrn. Gie gehen ihm gu Hergen. 
Hier riefeln dem einen die Tranen über die Wangen, dort fangt einer 
an gu fdluchgen, und bald meint die gange Gemeinde mit Lauter 
Stimme. Das find Tranen aufridtiger Reue. Nicht nur die Strafe 
fiirdten fie, fondern es tut ibnen leid, daß fie ihren treuen Gott und 
Erlöſer fo betriibt, fein Wort fo fdndbde iibertreten haben. Go wirkt 
Chrijtus nod heute durch fein Wort rechte Reue. 


Bei dem Weinen bleibt es nidt. Es ift eine Reue nidt gum Tode, 
2Ror. 7,10. Das Cbangelium, das das Volk gehirt hat, wirkt Glauben 
und Vertrauen, dak es nach Gottes Ordnung, Leb. 1,38.4; 17,11, in 
den Gnadenmitteln Vergebung fudjt, opfert, im Glauben an den 
Sdlangentreter, der durch died Opfer abgebildet wurde. So wirkt Gott 
auch heute nod) durch Wort und Saframent. Ausfiihren! 

Alſo aud die ftete Bue der Chriften ijt ein Werk Gottes allein. 
Wenn der gute Hirte uns nidt nadginge, wo würden mir bleiben, 
twas würde aus un8 werden? Aufforderung gu Danf, fleipigem Ge- 
braud der Gnadenmittel und der dadurch gefdentten Rrafte. T. L. 





Dritter Sonntag nad Trinitatis, 


2 Chron. 33, 9—16. 


Das alttirdlide Cvoangelium fiir diefen Sonntag ijt dad Gleichnis 
bom berlornen Schaf und bom berlornen Grofden. Sünde und Gnade, 
das allertiefite Verderben der gangen menjdliden Natur, die gu allem 
Guten untiidtig ijt, und die Gnade Gotte3, der die fiindigen Menſchen 
liebt, fucht, rettet: dad ift die Botſchaft diefes Sonntags. — Der vor- 
Viegende Text bietet uns ein altteſtamentliches Beijpiel dafiir. Wie die 
gange Heilige Schrift, fo ijt aud died uns gur Lehre gefdrieben. 


Die LehenSgefdhidte des Königs Manaffe cine Predigt von Siinde 
und Gnade. 


1. Manaffes Sünde. 2. Gottes Gnade. 


1. 


Die Siinde fommt aus dem Gergen. Manaſſe, der Sohn des 
frommen Hiskia, war nad deffen tounderbarer Errettung bom Tode ge- 
boren (daber wohl der Name, Gen. 41,51). Seine Mutter, Hephai- 
Bah, foll die Tochter des Propheten Yefaia getwefen fein. Er ijt alfo 
jedenfall2 in der Zucht und Vermahnung gum HErrn ergogen tworden; 
dennoch finnte man ſich den Gegenfab siwifdjen Vater und Sohn faum 
größer denfen. — Die Quelle der Sünde ift in unferm eigenen Herzen, 
nidt in unferer Umgebung gu fuden, Spr. 22,15; Pſ. 51,7; Soh. 8, 6. 
— Bie ndtig, daß Kinder bom garteften Alter an unter chriſtlicher Zucht 
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ftehen, daß tir fleißig Gottes Schutz fiir unfere Kinder erflehen, da ſelbſt 
die befte Kinderzucht feblfdlagen fann! 

Freilich, böſe Geſellſchaft beſchleunigt den Whfall, 1 Kor. 15, 33. 
Aus Jef. 28—32 ijt offenbar, daß e3 nod Abgötterei in Israel gab 
trop allem Eifer Hiskias, ja dak Hiskia durch fein Liebaugeln mit 
Ugypten gum Teil daran ſchuld mar. Daf der Umſchwung in Jsrael 
fo bald nad der Thronbefteigung Manaffes eintrat, legt den Gedanfen 
nabe, dak er fdjon vorher feine Freunde in der heidnifden Partei am 
Hofe geſucht hat; jedenfalls find fie nachber feine Ratgeber gewefen. — 
Hüten wir uns und bewabhren wir unfere Rinder vor böſer Gefellfdaft! 

Der Weg der Siinde fiihrt rafd abwärts. Manaſſe fink in den 
tiefften Sdlamm der Sünde: dient heidnifden Götzen, V. 2; fördert 
Götzendienſt im Lande, BV. 3; Hindert den wahren Gottesdienft, indem 
er Götzenaltäre in den Tempel febt, V.4.5.7; folgt den allerſcheuß⸗ 
lichſten Gebrauden der Heiden, V. 6; leitet fein Volk direkt gur Sünde 
an, 8.9; gewiß aud feine Rinder, da er feinen Sohn nad einem heid⸗ 
nifden Götzen nennt, BV. 20; regiert auch fonft ungeredt, 2 Ron. 21, 16. 
— Ginmal betreten, fiihrt der Weg der Siinde von einem Greuel gum 
andern. Seine Sünde fo gering, daß fie nicht gefabrlich mare; feine fo 
ſchrecklich und ſchändlich, dak man nicht darein fallen könnte. 

Nichts fann den Giinder auf dem fdliipfrigen Wege aufhalten. 
Die Siinde madt blind und unverſtändig, V. 6; taub gegen alle War- 
nungen Gotte3, B.10; 2Rin.21,10—15; die Ausrottung der Ka⸗ 
naaniter, V.2. — Der Giinder wird bon der Sünde beberrfdt. 

Wuf Giinde folgt Strafe. Die Affyrer eroberten Yerujalem, 
nahmen Manajje gefangen und behandelten ifn mit ausgefudter affy- 
riſcher Graufamfeit, V. 11. — Gott ijt geduldig, aber ſchließlich fommt 
iiber alle Giinder die Stunde de3 Borns und der Strafe; oft ſchon in 
dieſem Leben, Spr.1,24—32; Deut. 28,15—45; Pſ. 148,8; Sef. 
29,6; 1Kön. 17,1; 2Kön. 8, 1; fider aber in jener Welt, 1 Kin. 6, 
9.10; Sefef.18, 20; Rim. 6, 23. — Die Sitnde ift der Leute Verderben, 
Spr. 14,23. Darum: ,Geute, fo ihr feine Stimme höret, fo verſtocket 
euer Herz nicht!” Pj. 95, 7.8. 

2. 

Gott will nicht der Leute Verderben. Das lehrt JEſus im heutigen 
Evangelium, Vuf.15,7.10. Das hat er ſchon im Alten Teftament ver- 
fichert, fogar durch einen Cid, Sefef. 33,11; 18,23; felbft betenert, 
auc) unter Tranen, Quf.19,41—44; Matth. 23,37; durch feine Apoftel 
prebdigen lajjen, 1 Tim. 2,4; 2 Petr. 3, 9. 

Darum ruft er fie zur Bue, BV. 10; Fer. 7,25; 25,4; läßt ihnen 
predigen, twas fiir Jammer und Herzeleid e3 bringt, den HErrn, ihren 
Gott, verlafjen und ihn nidt fiirdten, 2 Rin. 21,10—15; Deut. 4, 
24—28. Qa, die Heimſuchungen felber, die er fdidt, find gewaltige 
Suppredigten, V. 11.12; Deut. 4,29—31; Hiob 36, 8—10; Klagel. 3, 
31—33; Sebr. 12, 10. 
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Durd feine Gnade wirkt Gott Suge in ihren Hergen (dod) gewiß 
nichts in Manaffe, was ihn dagu hatte bewegen können), Ser. 13, 23; 
1 Mof. 8,21; Heſek. 37, 1 ff.; 11,19; Yer. 31,33; 24,7; Phil. 2, 13; 
1,6. — Wahre Bue ſchließt in fic) (Apol., Art. XII, § 28): aufrich- 
tiges Sündenbekenntnis, B.12; Pj.32,5; 51,5—7; Dan. 9,5, und 
glaubiges Vertrauen auf Gottes Gnade, BV. 12 (,,feinem Gott”), BV. 13a; 
Pj. 51,3; 57,2; Dan. 9,18; Vuk. 15,17.18; 18, 13. 

Wer fo gu Gott fommt, den wird er nicht hinausftoRen. — Nie- 
mand tiefer gefallen al8 Manaſſe; dennod hat Gott ifn wieder an- 
genommen, V. 18; Jer. 29,12—14; uf. 23,42.48; Sef. 1,18; 
43,24. — Dod) denfe niemand, er fet fein Manaffe und fonne daber 
auf andere Weife gu Gott fommen, Rim. 3, 23—26; Gal. 3, 22; 
Ruf. 18, 14. 

Wuf wahre Bue folgen redhtjdaffene Friidte der Bue, VB. 14 
bis 16. — Wer felber die Gnade Gottes gefdmedt und erfahren Hat, 
der wird dann aud mit allem Ernſt ibm gu Gefallen und ihm gu Ehren 
leben nach dem erjten, zweiten und dritten Gebot, V. 15.16; mird 
jeinem Heiland auch in feinem Nadften dienen, Matth. 25,40; wird 
feinen Mund auftun und die Giinde ftrafen, V. 16; Pj.51,15; wird 
aud) die Mauern Yerufalem3 bauen, B.14; Sef. 54,2; Mark. 16,15. 

Prüfen wir uns, ob wir alfo fruchtbarlich wandeln. Wen die Liebe 
gu feinem gnabdigen Gott nicht alfo dringt, der ift noc) nicht fein Rind, 
Ruf. 7,47. — 1 Yoh. 4,19. T. H. 





Vierter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis. 
Xef. 12, 1—6. 


Nachdem der Prophet im 11. Kapitel das Friedensreich Chrifti auf 
Erden mit munderliebliden Farben gegeidnet hat, fdildert er im 
12.Rapitel das Ehrenreich. Allerdings ſchwimmen beide Reiche dem 
Propheten, weil eben beide nod in ferner Zufunft liegen, vielfad in 
eins gufammen. Was er im 11. RKapitel von der Herrlichfeit des 
Gnadenreiches getveisfagt Hat, das findet feine lebte, vollfommene Er⸗ 
füllung erft droben. Was er dann im Text bon dem Ehrenreich predigt, 
fpiegelt ſich ſchon in der Kirche Gottes auf Erden ab. Gang abnlid 
redet der Verfaffer de3 Gebraerbrief3, Rap. 12,22—24. Die Gemeinde 
auf Erden und die Gemeinde im Himmel bilden eben die eine heilige 
chriſtliche Rirde, bas eine Reid) Gottes und unfer3 Heilandes. Aber 
beide Rapitel follen den martenden Glaubigen de3 Alten Teftaments 
gum Troft und gur Mahnung dienen, uns gerade aud) das Textfapitel. 


Der Zuftand der Seligen. 
Es ijt ein Buftand 
1. unausfpredlider Freude, 
2. unaufhörlichen Danfes. 





462 DiSpofitionen über eine Serie altteftamentlider Terte. 


1 


V. 1. Die Beit des Borns ijt gemwefen. Die Kirche auf Erden 
mufte nod) immer flagen: Pſ. 13,2; 42,10; Sef. 49,14. ier gilt: 
Sef. 54, 7a.8a.11a. Das ijt ja gar fein Born mehr in dem Ginn, wie 
er über die Gottlofen geht. Bei denen geht der Born über Sünde und 
Giinder. Der Chrift hingegen: Röm. 5,1. Wenn jedoch der verſöhnte 
Vater feine Kinder züchtigt, fo gilt: Gebr.12,11a. Dort oben wird 
aud) der kleinſte Wugenblic€ des Borns voriiber fein, auch die gering{te 
ZorneZaufiwallung bat fic dann getwendet. Dann troftet uns Gott. 
Der Trojt, der hier durd Wort und Saframent gefpendet wird, wird 
dort unmittelbar gefpendet. Wie herrlid, bon der fernen Mutter einen 
Troſtbrief gu erhalten! Wieviel lieblidjer geht aber der Trojt ein, wenn 
man am Gergen und in den Armen der Mutter liegt, ihre Stimme hart, 
das liebe Angeſicht fieht und getroftet wird! Go troftet dort Gott, 
Sef. 66,18; Offenb.21,3.4. So vollftandig ijt alle Leid verſchwun⸗ 
den, daß felbjt die Trübſal, die dem Chrijten als eine Erweiſung des 
Borns erfdien, Gegenftand de3 Dankes wird. Was wir auf Erden un- 
vollkommen berfudten, Rim. 5,3, das wird dort in Vollfommenbheit 
geſchehen. 

V. 2. „Gott iſt mein Heil.“ Nicht nur in ſeinem Wort; denn 
alle Hüllen ſind gefallen. Nicht mehr Vergebung der Sünden, ſondern 
Gott, Gott ſelber, iſt mein Heil; der Urquell aller Seligkeit wird ge— 
ſchaut bon Angeſicht, 1Kor. 18, 12. — „Ich bin ſicher“ uf. Schon 
hier auf Erden können wir nach Leib und Seele unter dem Schatten 
feiner Flügel ſicher wohnen, Pſ. 91; Joh. 10, 28. Aber hier gilt: Apoſt. 
14,22; Matth. 20,16. Daher die wiederholten Mahnungen, 1 Petr. 
4,12 f.; Quf. 18, 24; Rom. 11,20; 1 Ror. 10,12. Dort Sicherheit, 
billige Zuverſicht, dak uns nichts mehr ſchaden fonne, feine Sdreden 
mehr bor dem Gebriill des alten Feindes, feine Menfdenfurdt, fondern 
billige Furchtloſigkeit, Jef. 32,18. ,Denn Gott der HErr“ uf. 
(ert), der Ewige, Unendlice. Von jener Erde gilt nicht 1 Mof. 8, 22. 
Da gibt e3 feinen Wechſel, Jak. 1,17; Offend. 22, 5. 

V. 3. Wie im Paradies vier Ströme das Land wäſſerten, fo dort, 
Offenb. 22,1, nicht ein diirftig riefelndes Badlein, jondern ein Strom, 
nicht natiirlides Waſſer, fondern eitel Heil, eitel Seligfeit, eitel Wonne, 
Pſ. 36,9; 16,11. Weldhe Freude! Sollte un die Ausficht auf diefe 
Seligfeit nicht tröſten und aufredterhalten in den mancherlei Drang- 
falen dieſes Lebens? Sollten wir nicht danfbar fein, dak Gott uns 
berlornen Menſchen folde Freude gugedadht hat? 


2. 

B.4—6. Auf jener neuen Erde wird fein RKlagegefdrei, fein 
Wehruf mehr gehirt werden, nicht einmal ein leiſes Seufgen, fondern 
eitel Jubelgeſchrei und Lobgefang. Das werden Lieder fein dem HErrn 
allein gu Ehren. ,Danfet dem HErrn!“ Wenn mir fon Hier auf 
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Erden befennen: Pj. 115, 1, fo erft rect dort oben, Offenb.7,10. Wie 
fon hier die gropen Taten Gottes Gegenftand unfer3 Dankes waren, 
fo erft rect dort, Offenb.15,3.4; 5,9.10. Wenn mir fdon auf 
Erden fangen: Pj. 103,1—4, twie wird erft unfer Dank erfdallen, 
twenn feine Gitnde und feine Folge der Sünde mehr vorhanden ift! 
Hier auf Erden fo mander Ort, two nod gar fein Lob Gotte3 oder dod 
nur in geringem Mae erfdallt; dort wird de3 HErrn Name geriihmt 
in allen Landen, wie es eigentlid) heißt: auf der gangen Erde, teil 
dort gilt: Offenb. 21,27. Hier auf Erden unfer innigfter Dank Stiic- 
werk, unvollfommen; dort wird jeder Puls ein Dank, jeder Odem ein 
Gejang, jeder Gedanfe, jedes Wort, jedes Werk cin Lobpreis Gottes 
fein. Denn groß in deiner Mitte ijt Gott, der Geilige Israels, V. 6. 
Der wird dort da8, was Hier auf Erden unmöglich ſchien, gujtande ge- 
bradt, aud den lebten Reft der Sünde getilgt und fein Chenbild in 
Vollfommenheit wiederhergeftellt haben, fo dak unfer ganges Leben in 
Cwigkeit ein Lobprei3 des Heiligen Israels fein wird. 

Sollte das uns nicht ſchon Hier anfpornen gu redtem Cifer in der 
Heiligung? Was dort unfere feligfte Beſchäftigung fein twird, follte 
das uns nicht ſchon bier lieb und wert fein? Aufmunterung, durch 
Wort und Werk die Gnade Gottes gu preifen, damit alliiberall Gott 
hoch gelobt werde. X. 


= = 
ory 
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I. Amerika. 


Das Fideralfongil und die Rriegsfduldfrage. Der „Friedensbote“ 
beridtet: „Der Vollzugsausſchuß de3 Fdderalfongils der Kirchen Chrijti 
in Umerifa hat auf feiner Sigung im Degember folgenden Beſchluß an- 
genommen: ,Ungefichts der Tatfade, daß unſere chriſtlichen Briider in 
Deutſchland fiihlen, dak ihnen Unredt getan worden ift durd die An⸗ 
flage, daß Deutfdland allein fiir die Schuld am Krieg veranttwortlid fei, 
und dak Ddiefer Vorwurf eine volle Quelle internationaler C€rbitterung 
und internationaler Mifverftandniffe ift, verfidern mir unſern chriſtlichen 
Briidern in Deutfdland, dak das Fideralfongil der Kirchen Chriſti in 
Amerifa der Annahme von Deutſchlands ausfdlieblider Verantwortung 
fiir den Krieg nicht zuſtimmt.““ Der Ausſchuß fiigte noch dies Hingu: 
„Wir empfehlen meiterhin, dak die Kommiſſion fiir Begiehungen mit den 
Kirchen de3 Auslandes den Kirchen Deutſchlands die chriſtlichen Grüße de3 
Föderalkonzils vermittle und ifnen unfer Vertrauen, unfer Wohlwollen 
und unfere Liebe ausdrücke.“ J. T. Me. 

Dr. Carroll Deceased. — Dr. Henry King Carroll, Methodist minister 
and widely known for his annual statistics of the churches, died of pneu- 
monia January 21 at his home in Plainfield, N.J. He was eighty-two years 
old, having been born at Dennisville, N.J., in November, 1848. As a boy 
he served at a Civil War camp in Beverly, N.J. He graduated from Syra- 
cuse University in 1885, but for nine years previously had been political 
and religious editor of the Independent, which position he held until 1898. 
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He was United States Commissioner to Porto Rico in 1898 and 1899, ren- 
dering valuable services by conducting a survey of conditions in the island. 
He was an official of numerous Methodist and interdenominational organ- 
izations and frequently a delegate to Methodist general conferences. During 
the later years of his life he became increasingly well known as an author 
of informative books and articles on religious subjects, contributing to 
encyclopedias, writing Francis Asbury, In the Making of American Method- 
ism, and serving the Christian Herald in its annual statistical survey of 
the growth of American churches, a work which each year was quoted and 
commented upon in Lutheran periodicals throughout the country as well 
as in newspapers and numerous other journals. — NV. L. 0. N. B. 

Gin behergigenSwertes Wort fiir alle, die um die Zukunft der dentiden 
Sprache befiimmert find. Unter der überſchrift ,Die Pflege de Dialekts 
in ber Familie” unterbreitet der ,Qutherifde Herold” in einem eitartifel 
Gedanfen, die nach unferer Meinung von grofer Widhtigkeit find. Er führt 
aus, daß der Niedergang de Deutfden gum groken Teil darauf guriid- 
zuführen ijt, dak der Deutfde in der Frembde, anftatt die deutſche Schrift⸗ 
fpracje gu pflegen, fich hauptſächlich der Pflege feines Dialekts gewidmet 
hat. Es mag aud in unfern Kreiſen gu fpat fein, diefen Faktor gu be- 
tonen; dod) könnte am Ende diefer Wink hier und da nod gute Friidte 
tragen. Wir feben ein paar Abfdjnitte aus genanntem eitartifel hierher: 

„Doch der ,Gerold’-Sdhreiber Hat es nicht mit deutſchländiſchen Ver⸗ 
haltniffen gu tun. Dort fann man fich nod eher den Luxus erlauben, 
Heimatsdialefte gu pflegen; denn in der Vollsſchule lernt doch jede3 Rind 
die Sdhriftiprade, und fo bleibt das einheitlide Spradband, da8 das gange 
Volk gu einer Kulturgemeinſchaft verbindet, ungerriffen. Anders ift e3 
fon in den Grengbdiftriften. Wie geht e3 gu, dag die deutfde Sprade 
faft nirgends Eroberungen gemadt hat, daf fie faft iiberall bon der Spradje 
des Nachbarbolfes guriidgedrangt worden ijt? Antwort: Weil fie minder- 
wertig war; freilich nicht die Schriftiprade. Die Sprache der deutfden 
Literatur ift nicht minderiwertig, aber die Vollsſprache, der unentivicelte, 
berhalinismagig armfelige und unbebilflide Dialekt, der in den Familien 
gepflegt tourde. Qn unferer Beit, da Millionen deutſchſtämmiger Briider 
unter das Joch der Fremdherrſchaft gefommen find, finden wir, dap die 
GEroberer der Pflege des Dialekts nichts in den Weg legen, fie eher, wie 
in €lfak-Lothringen, begiinftigen, die deutſche Schule aber und damit die 
Pflege und Erhaltung der deutſchen Schriftſprache ſyſtematiſch unterdriiden. 
Sie wiffen, dak auf diefe Weife das Deutfdtum in einer Generation gur 
völligen Bedeutungslofigkeit herabgefunfen fein wird. Der Zuſammenhang 
mit dem Geiftesleben des Vollsgangen geht dabei ſicher verloren. 

wrod verhangnisvoller wirkt ſich die Pflege des Dialekts bei den ab- 
getrennten deutſchen VolfSteilen de3 Auslandes aus. Nur wo das Sdul- 
twefen blühte und deutfde Beitungen, befonders Kirchenblätter, und deutfde 
Biicher, wie Kalender, Andachtsbiider ufw., im Familienkreiſe fleigig ge- 
Tefen wurden, Bat ſich trok des Dialekts das Deutſchtum durd) Generatio- 
nen erhalten. Aber auch) da war der Dialekt immer ein ſchweres Hindernis. 
Gei dem äußerſt diirftigen deutfdjen Spradunterridt in unfern Gemein- 
den, bet dem geringen efebediirfnis in den meiften Familien oder, fagen 
twit Lieber, bet bem geringen Gebrauch deutfder Lektiire bedeutet die Pflege 
des Dialekts den baldigen Untergang de3 Deutſchtums in unferm Lande.” 

A. 
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A Plea for Hebrew at the Seminary. — The Presbyterian of Novem- 
ber 27, 1930, publishes this communication from Rector John Robertson: 
“What a shock comes to an old-fashioned Scots Presbyterian from your 
clause: ‘since the institution made the chair of Hebrew a minor position’! 
At Rabbi A. B. Davidson’s feet, in Edinburgh, in the old Bible scholarship 
days, Delitzsch, Sr., said our A. B. Davidson ‘had more Hebrew in his little 
finger than he, Delitzsch, though a Jew, had in his whole body.’ If it 
behooves that our Presbyterian Theological Seminary in Chicago has really 
made the chair of the Language of the Theopneustic Old Testament 
‘a minor position,’ I will tell all divinity students to fly over Chicago and 
overseas and come to Edinburgh. ‘English Bible’ without Hebrew is mere 
miniature golf for lazy fellows!” E. 

Prohibitionism and the Bible. — Prohibition is a political question, 
and political questions must be answered and handled on the basis of sound 
reason, by the employment of wise statesmanship. We have no quarrel 
with those who hold that the best interests of our country are served by 
prohibition, nor with those who hold the opposite view. But we do condemn 
prohibitionism, the view of those who insist that the Bible and the Chris- 
tian religion demand prohibition. The sectarian prohibitionists, as a rule, 
make of it a question of religion. The Western Christian Advocate de- 
clares: “This is still a Protestant nation! This is a prohibition nation!” 
(Nov. 15, 1928.) “The Association against Prohibition [a political organ- 
ization] may not be interested primarily in the Association against Re- 
ligion; nevertheless the two are closely connected.” (Oct. 11, 1928.) And 
the Watchman-Haaminer insists that, while “there are undoubtedly good 
Christians and people in our churches who are opposing prohibition,” still, 
to be an antiprohibitionist “is to be against the kingdom of righteousness 
and of Christ.” (Oct. 23, 1930.) 

We may or we may not be against prohibition, but we are against 
prohibitionism. In the first place, it is poor politics. It will never do to 
mix political economy and theology. As long as political commonwealths 
are what they are, questions of public policy must not be settled by an 
appeal to the Bible. Reason must be the guide, and that means, as 
Edmund Burke put it: “Politics ought to be adjusted, not to human 
reasonings, but to human nature, of which reason is but a part, and by 
no means the greater part.” And in the second place, the Bible does not 
teach that prohibition is the solution of the moral and economic questions 
involved. It teaches temperance and condemns drunkenness and surfeiting. 
It does not teach, nor does it condemn, prohibition. The result of this state 
of affairs is that prohibitionism is compelled to pervert the Bible. And 
that is poor theology. 

Some years ago the grand lodge of the Good Templars of California 
is said to have adopted these resolutions: “Be it resolved that the old 
Bible be set aside and a new Bible be introduced, from which all passages 
referring to wine and spirits shall be deleted. Be it further resolved that, 
while we respect the stanch principles and noble character of our Savior, 
we still look upon His act at the wedding-feast at Cana as a deplorable 
mistake, which has, contrary indeed to the intentions of the Savior, brought 
immeasurable woe upon thousands of families.” (Retranslation.) We 
cannot vouch for the truth of this, though it was published in many papers. 

30 
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It is incredible. But we did read with our own eyes what the Lutheran 
Companion of May 10, 1930, wrote in its “Editorial Comments”: “‘On 
Christmas Day,’ says John Haynes Holmes, ‘we received from a “wet” 
friend “jubilatory greetings” in honor of the birthday of the “wine-maker 
of Cana.” This is an interesting style of remembrance. It should be 
extended to the twenty-second of February and all Americans asked to 
celebrate the birthday of the slave-holder of Mount Vernon.’ ‘Or the 
whisky-seller of Salem,’ comments the editor of the Christian Advocate.” 
This antiprohibitionist has taken the name of the Lord in vain. But those 
who answer him by asserting that good and great men, meaning to include 
Jesus, are liable to err, do something worse. E. 

Concerning Church Union. — That even in church-bodies where 
unionism is persona grata the conviction is still found that a union of 
chureh-bodies is not always an unmixed blessing and that it does not solve 
all difficulties, we can see from the following item which appeared in the 
Presbyterian of January 15: — 

“At the next General Assembly the matter of union with several other 
churches of our order will be ably and persuasively presented. Without 
much thought the great company, too large to be deliberate, will answer 
some one’s declaration, ‘We are here to unite with anybody,’ with loud 
applause. Some one having listened to the leader of the affirmative for 
an hour will, upon suggestion of some leader, move that debate be limited 
to five-minute speeches, and before commissioners are awake, the thing 
will be passed. Some very important matters have gone through that way. 

“There are arguments for this latest proposed union no one will deny. 
But there are strong reasons against it. We hope presbyters and members 
will consider the matter with much care lest a worse condition result. 
It is not a feeling against our brethren of another denomination that 
leads us to hesitate. But is a union best for them and for us? We have 
not the slightest idea that all in the several denominations will unite, 
and even if they do, there will be disputes taken perhaps to civil courts, 
and there will be denominational problems to keep us from our more 
important work. We are too much afflicted with denominational problems 
now. Go slowly, brethren, and consider.” A. 

Absolute Obedience of Roman Catholic Clericals.—To what ex- 
tent priests of the Roman Church obey their superiors (and they have no 
choice in the matter) is shown by the case of Abbé Dimnet which figured 
in the newspapers last fall. The Commonweal now publishes a letter in 
which this priest relates the details of the incident, which placed his name 
on the front page of our papers. 

In April, 1930, so he relates, he had been asked whether he would hold 
a debate with Dr. C. F. Potter on the question, “Is Religion Necessary?” 
and had consented. While he was vacationing in France in September, 
a cable asked him whether he would debate with Mr. Clarence Darrow 
instead of with Dr. Potter. His reply was in the affirmative. When in 
October he arrived in New York, he was informed.that a special permission 
was necessary if he wished to engage in a debate on a religious question. 
He then called at the chancery of the Cardinal-Archbishop of New York 
and there was informed that the necessary permission could not be granted 
him unless he applied to Rome. In other words, he was told, You must 
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not hold this debate. If you are not satisfied, you may appeal directly to 
the Pope. Father Dimnet thereupon at once canceled the engagement. The 
incident shows that adherents of the Roman Catholic faith, the priests 
included, are in a state of bondage. A. 


Religious Conditions at the Close of the Eighteenth Century. — 
We say that the Church in our day and generation has fallen on evil times, 
and no careful observer will deny that this is true. It is a matter of 
some comfort to learn that conditions were probably just as bad 130 
years ago. A writer in the Watchman-Eazaminer gives this picture of the 
religious situation in the decades following the Revolutionary War. “The 
Revolutionary War was followed by another war, in which infidelity or- 
ganized its forces internationally and went out to exterminate the Church 
and Christian civilization. It was the infidel’s boast that the Church 
would not survive two generations. The war had played havoc with the 
spiritual life of the churches. Leonard Bacon says of this post-Revolutionary 
period: ‘The closing years of the eighteenth century show the lowest water- 
mark of the lowest ebb-tide of spiritual life in the history of the American 
Church.’ Our colleges, which had been brought into existence as nurseries 
for training the spiritual leadership for Church and State, had become 
hotbeds of infidelity. Princeton in 1792 had only one student who professed 
to be a Christian. The college of William and Mary was a nest of French 
infidelity. Yale, according to Lyman Beecher, ‘was in a most ungodly 
state. The college church was almost extinct. Most of the students were 
skeptical, rowdies were plenty. Wines and liquors were kept in many 
rooms; intemperance, profanity, gambling, and licentiousness were com- 
mon. Most of the class before me were infidels and called each other 
Voltaire, Rousseau, D’Alembert, and other names.’ This moral breakdown 
was greatest on the Western frontiers, where thousands had gone to new 
settlements. Here, away from the restraints of civilization and in some 
cases of law itself, infidelity reaped a whirlwind of crime. Our national 
existence was endangered. George Washington saw the trend of the times 
and said that he had more fears for the safety of the Republic then than 
he had in the darkest hours of the Revolutionary War. The Church lines 
faltered in the struggle. Methodists, for example, in three years, 1793 to 
1795, lost 11,600 members. Infidelity redoubled its energies. ‘Illuminati 
Societies’ were organized as part of an international movement to over- 
throw Christianity. Thomas Paine, who wrote the infidels’ Bible, declared 
that he would show the world that what it took the Christian Church 
eighteen centuries to build up he would tear down in a single generation.” 

Making a few changes in names and dates, one might think that this 
picture was meant to portray our own times. But just as proud unbelief 
had to experience at that time that the Word of God is mightier than the 
reason and intelligence of man, so now this divine power, given us unto 
salvation, will vanquish the foe and gain victories as long as it pleases 
God to let this earth continue to exist. A. 

Concerning the Encyclical of the Pope on Marriage and Birth 
Control. — Discussing this much-heralded encyclical, the Christian Century 
informs its readers that the document says nothing more than the Pope’s 
predecessors have said and what has been the standard teaching of the 
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Roman Catholic Church from time immemorial. “What was already clear 
he has clearly restated. What was hitherto shrouded in obscurity he has 
left as obscure as it was before; and in spite of the verbal precision of 
the edict there are several points of by no means negligible importance 
which are still open to doubt.” The Christian Century finds a far more 
significant feature of the encyclical in “its exhibition of the characteristic 
attitudes of the Roman Catholic Church with reference, first, to the sub- 
ordination of individual judgment to papal authority; secondly, to its 
method of dealing with social problems and deciding upon social policies; 
and thirdly, to its demand upon the State for the support of the Church’s 
decisions and the Pope’s commands by civil laws and penalties.” This paper 
perceives that Rome still wants to be an absolute authority and demands 
absolute obedience. “There is none of that airy assurance that we were 
being given a couple of years ago that Catholic obedience is limited to 
certain matters which can never have anything to do with the State. Here 
is a matter which has plenty to do with the State, as the Pope points out, 
and the duty of Catholics is to guard against independence of private 
judgment and suffer themselves to be guided by the Pope.” The Christian 
Century is, of course, wrong when it holds that matters pertaining to 
marriage must be settled by human reason or experience and not by the 
revealed will of God. But it is justified in refusing to accept a dictum 
coming from Pius XI as possessing divine authority. That the Pope 
actually exhorts the governments of the earth, whether they are Catholic 
or non-Catholic, to make the Canon Law the law of states, the Christian 
Century thinks is proved by the following paragraph of the encyclical: 
“We earnestly exhort all those who hold the reins of power that they 
establish, and maintain firmly, harmony and friendship with this Church 
of Christ in order that through the united activity and energy of both 
powers the tremendous evils may be checked which menace civil society 
as well as the Church. The civil law can assist the Church if, in laying 
down their ordinances, they take account of what is prescribed by divine 
and ecclesiastical law and if penalties are fixed for offenders.” There can 
be no doubt that the Christian Century has correctly grasped the import 
of this paragraph and that it is justified in shooting the following parting 
shaft: “It must be highly interesting to those Catholics who have been 
assuring us that the Church is forever out of politics and no longer con- 
templates connections between Church and State in non-Catholic countries, 
to see the Pope earnestly exhorting all who hold the reins of power to 
promote the union and association of the two ‘supreme authorities.’” The 
Pope insists on the right of taking the place of Christ here on earth, thus 
continuing to reveal himself as the Antichrist. A. 
“The Movement for Closer Affiliation among National Lu- 
theran Bodies.’ — This is the subject of a paper read by Dr. J. A. O. Stub 
before the Minnesota State Pastors’ Conference in January and published 
in the Lutheran Herald (February 10, 1931). The purpose of the essay 
is not only to show the progress of the movement, but also to analyze the 
causes which resulted in the closer affiliation, such as already exists. 
Among these are, as the author sees it, “the definite, conscious trend 
toward an understanding of the fundamental Lutheran proposition that 
the one essential for union is unity in faith and doctrine,” and “the fact 
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that the greater Lutheran immigration to this country has become thor- 
oughly American not only in viewpoint, but in language.” To these causes 
he adds, at the close of his essay, a third: “the entry of the United States 
into the World War, which demanded a closer contact between the dif- 
ferent Lutheran synods and caused the organization of the National Lu- 
theran Commission for Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Welfare.” “Then,” as the 
writer continues, “these American Lutherans became aware of the tre- 
mendous needs among their fellow-believers in Central and Eastern Europe, 
and in order to meet this need, there was organized the National Lu- 
theran Council, which has done a remarkable piece of work in unifying 
and systematizing the confused statistics of the Lutheran Church in 
America.” Thus the causes for the unification of the Lutheran Church 
in America have been largely external and accidental. It is important 
that the church historian take note of this fact; otherwise the rapid 
unification of the Lutheran synods after the World War will remain 
unintelligible to him. With regard to further closer affiliation among 
the Lutheran bodies in the United States, Dr. Stub is very optimistic. He 
says: “The reason why there is not one Lutheran Church in America to- 
day is, first, because of historic origins, and secondly, because there is 
not yet the conviction that true unity ewists. [Italics our own.] When 
the day comes that American Lutherans are convinced that there is rea- 
sonable unanimity and unity of faith, it will be only a question of a short 
time when there will appear on the horizon that for which many of us 
pray and hope—a united American Lutheran Church.” With this state- 
ment we agree, and we are glad that the writer has brought it out so 
strongly; only instead of “reasonable unanimity and unity of faith” 
let us say “absolute unity of faith.” Confessional Lutherans must insist 
on nothing less. BD. ME 


II. Ausland. 


Freikirchliche Lehrer diirfen in Staatsſchulen NReligionSunterridt 
erteilen. Die „Freikirche“ beridtet: ,ehrer X. in Y. wandte ſich an dad 
ſächſiſche Minifterium fiir Volksbildung, um eine Klärung der Frage her⸗ 
beigufiifren, ob er als der lutheriſchen HFreifirde angehirender Lehrer 
Religionsunterridt in der Sdjule erteilen diirfe. Gr madjte geltend, dak 
er zwar aus der ,Landesfirde’ genannten Religionsgefelljdaft ausgetreten, 
aber in eine andere ReligionSgefellfdhaft, die ,Cvangelifdh-Lutherifde Frei- 
firdje‘, iibergetreten fet. Die Antwort des fadfifden Minifteriums fiir 
Voltsbilbung bom 10. Yanuar 1929 an den guftandigen Begirksſchulrat 
lautet: Das Minifterium will feine Bedenken dagegen erheben, dah der 
der Changelifd-Lutherifdjen Freifirde in Sachſen angehörende Lehrer —— 
in —— weiterhin ReligionSunterridt erteilt.... Gr ijt demgemäß auf 
fein Gefud vom 8. November 1928 gu beſcheiden. Minifterium fiir Volks- 
bildung. Für den Minifter (geg.) Dr. Wölker.“ Diefer minifterielle Be- 
ſcheid fei hiermit veriffentlidt, um Unklarheiten und Biweifelsfragen gu 
beheben. Die Antwort de3 Minifteriums ift Mar und deutlidh. Lehrer, 
die der Evangelifd-Lutherifdjen Freitirde in Sachſen angebiren, diirfen 
felbftverftandlid) in den Sehulen Religionsunterridft erteilen. Das Mini- 
fterium twiderlegt ungiweideutig die leider noc) immer verbreitete An⸗ 
ſchauung, als fei die fogenannte Landeskirche‘ der Ynbegriff aller Kirch⸗ 
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lichkeit und Kirchen, als fet die Landeskirche‘ ,die Kirche‘ im eigentliden 
und ftrengften Ginn.” Wher die „Landeskirchen“ Halten, obwohl Kirche 
und GStaat gefeblic) getrennt find, an ibrer alten Anfdauung, dak fie 
„die Kirche“ find, feft und befampfen die wirklich) lutheriſche „Freikirche“ 
eftiger als die Seftenfirdjen. F. P. 


Der „autoritative Exponent der chriſtlichen Sittlichleit“. Wie „D. E. D.“ 
bor kurzem berichtete, hat der römiſch-katholiſche Kardinal-Erzbiſchof Bourne 
in London die Beſtimmung der Lambethfonfereng in begug auf erlaubte Ge⸗ 
burtenfontrolle aufs ſchärfſte gegeifelt. Wir lefen: „Die Entſchließung 
der Lambethfonfereng der Kirche von England iiber die Geburtenfontrolle 
iſt ſowohl in England felbjt wie in andern Landern vielfach mißdeutet 
tworden. Der Wortlaut der Entidliehung läßt feinen Bmeifel daran, dak 
die anglifanifden Biſchöfe nur in befonderen Fallen (z. B. Gefahrdung der 
Mutter) die Geburtenfontrolle fiir fittlich beredtigt halten. Der ,Gebraud 
irgendwelcher empfangnisverbiitender Methoden aus Griinden der Selbjt- 
ſucht, Genupfudt oder bloßer Bequemlichkeit’ ijt in der Entſchließung der 
anglifanijden Biſchöfe ausdriidlid auf ſchärfſte verurteilt. Best hat der 
romifde Kardinal-Crgbifdof Bourne in London gegen die Entſchließung 
einen Wngriff geridtet, der an Scharfe ſchwer gu iiberbieten ijt, obwohl ja 
befanntlich auch die römiſch-katholiſche Kirche gewiſſe Mtethoden der Ge- 
burtenbefdranfung feit alter3 freigibt. Bourne wirft den anglifanifden 
Biſchöfen unter anderm bor, daß fie die Uukerung der römiſch-katholiſchen 
Kirde in diefer Frage nicht richtig verftanden Hatten, wie eben aud ein 
Laie juriftifde Formulierungen nicht richtig verftehen fonne. (1) Die 
anglifanijden Biſchöfe batten mit ihrem Beſchluß auf jeden Anfprud, als 
autoritative Exponenten der chriſtlichen Sittlichfeit’ gu gelten, vergichtet. 
Man hat, namentlid wenn man nod die Ausbeutung der Angelegenheit 
in Der auferbritifden fatholifden Prefje dagu nimmt — fo fdreibt die 
deutſche ,Germania’ einen eigenen Artikel iiber den Zerfall des Angli- 
fani8mus‘ —, dad peinliche Gefühl, dak es fich bei diefem Angriff nicht 
bloß um die fachliden Gefidtspuntte handelt, fondern aud) um gewiſſe 
kirchenpolitiſche Biele, bon denen die römiſche Politif in England befanntlid 
zielbewußt beftimmt wird.“ J. T. Me. 


Zur Bekehrung des chineſiſchen Staatspräſidenten. Zu dieſem Ereig⸗ 
nis, das die gange chriſtliche Welt mit Freude erfüllt Hat, bemerkt die 
„A. E. L. K.“: „Der chineſiſche Staatsprafident Tſchang-kaiſchek ift gum 
Chriſtentum übergetreten. Er war einer der treueſten Mitarbeiter des 
Gründers der chineſiſchen Republik Dr. Sun Yat Sen, der bekanntlich gleich⸗ 
falls Chriſt wurde, und ift heute ungtweifelhaft der bedeutendite ihrer 
Chinas. Er Hat die politifde Gauptitadt Chinas von Peking nach Nanking 
berlegt und hier eine neue Zentralregierung gebildet, die bon den Grof- 
madten anerfannt ijt, jedoch eine wirflide Macht über gang China nie 
erlangt hat. Als er 1928 die neue Regierung bildete, waren fiinf von den 
zehn Staat8miniftern Chinas evangelijde Chrijten. Unter diefen Miniſtern 
ift Der herborragendite der Aukenminifter Wang, der frither Sefretar des 
chriſtlichen Vereins junger Manner war. Der erfte Erlak, den die neue 
Regierung Chinas herausgab, war ein Aufruf an das Volk, in welchem 
jede religionSfeindlide Propaganda und vor allem aud) jede Propaganda 
gegen das Chriftentum verboten wurde. Begriindet wurde diefes Verbot 
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unter anderm damit: das Chriftentum fei die Religion, welche am bejten 
imftande fei, Die Gergen gu erneuern. Inzwiſchen aber find — was der 
bon dem Kampf mit feinen Nebenbublern in Anfpruch genommene Staats- 
prafident nicht hindern fonnte — in der Bentralregierung, inSbefondere 
im Unterrichtsminiſterium, durch ruffifden Einfluß religionsfeindlide Cle- 
mente gur Geltung gefommen. Darauf find die berfdiedenen religions- 
fampferifden Magnahmen der jiingften Beit, die fich inSbefondere gegen 
die Miffion ricdhteten, guriidgufiihren. Man hofft, dak der nun Chriſt ge- 
wordene Staat8prafident in Verbindung mit dem criftliden Staat8minijter 
fich bemiihen wird, bier Wandel gu fdaffen.” — Bei den fompligierten 
Verhalinifjen in China ijt e3 faft unmöglich, fich durd die raſch aufeinander 
folgenden Wechſel durchgufinden. Iſt der übertritt des Ginefijden Pra- 
fidenten twirflich ernft gemeint, fo dürfte dies der chriftlicjen Miſſion gu 
großem Gegen gereidjen, follte er twirflich die Rraft befigen, fic) durch⸗ 
gujegen und feinen Einfluß bleibend geltend gu machen. &. ©. Me. 

Gin Bibelhaus in Ufrifa. Der „A. E. L. K.“ entnehmen wir die fol= 
gende Mitteilung: „Der am 2. November [1930] gekrönte Kaiſer bon Abeſ— 
finien Ras Tafari hat fich als Chrift vielfach betatigt fiir den Drud und 
Die Verbreitung der Bibel in feinem Lande. Als er vor fedh3 Yabhren die 
Arbeitsſtätte der Britiſchen und Auslandifden Vibelgefellfdaft in London 
beſuchte, ließ er fich die dort vorhandenen foptijden und athiopifden Manu- 
ffripte borlegen und fandte gur Crinnerung an feinen Befuch eine goldene 
Denkmiinge fotwie eine Gabe von Hundert Pfund Sterling. Jetzt hat er 
in feiner Hauptſtadt Wddhis-Wbbeba eine eigene Druckerei foie ein Bibel⸗ 
haus gegründet, deffen Cintweihung er beiwohnte.“ %. TX. Me. 


Was will der Tannenberghund? Yn einer friiheren Nummer er— 
wahnten wir aus einem Beridt in der „A. E. L. K.“ den meitbefannten 
Tannenbergbund und teilten dariiber mit, was das genannte Blatt angab. 
Nun bringt die „A. E. L. K.“ das Folgende, was Har zeigt, dah der Bericht 
iiber den Bund fdhlieplich doch nidt fo gang verfehrt war. Auch läßt der 
Bericht einen fo mand) tiefen Blick in deutſche Nachkriegsanſchauungen und 
Verhalinifje tun, dak es fich lohnt, ihn auch deshalb gu lefen. Die „A. E. 
L. K.“ ſchreibt: ,Wer von unfern Lefern gibt nabere Auskunft iiber den 
Tannenbergbund bon General Ludendorff? Wir fatten in Nr. 34 aus einem 
berlaffigen Wedhfelblatt folgende Mitteilung iibernommen: ,General Luden- 
dorff bat die Mitglieder de3 Tannenbergbundes gum Austritt aus der 
ebangelifden, bzw. fatholifdjen Rirde aufgefordert. Sie follen unter- 
ſchreiben, daß meine Kinder nicht getauft find und nidt getauft werden, 
jedenfalls am driftliden ReligionSunterridt nidt teilnehmen’. Die gange 
Nachricht ftimmte gu dem, was man fonft bon Ludendorff und feiner taten- 
eifrigen Gattin Hort. Nun hat ein kleines Gemeindeblatt diefe Notig auf- 
genommen; e8 erbielt dDarauf von einem Mitglied de3 Tannenberghbundes 
folgenden Brief: Die Notig in Nr. 34 der „Allgem. Eb.-Luth. Kirchen⸗ 
geitung“, auf die Sie ſich berufen, geugt von Untwiffenheit und religidfer 
Unduldſamkeit. Der General hat bisher feinen eingigen Tannenberger auf⸗ 
Gefordert, aus der Kirche ausgutreten. Qn diefer Vegiehung ijt der Tannen⸗ 
bergbund duldfam. Mur diejenigen Tannenberger, die erfannt haben, daß 
das uns durch die Romprieſter mit Feuer und Schwert aufgezwungene art: 
und blutsfremde Chriſtentum ihrer blutgemäßen Glaubensüberzeugung 
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nicht entfpridt, treten Dem bon General Ludendorff gegriindeten „Deutſch⸗ 
bolt bei. Selbſt der Bundesfiihrer des Tannenbergbundes, Se. Exgelleng 
Herr Generalleutnant Bronſart v. Sdellendorf, ijt Heute noch iibergeugter 
Proteftant, der, wie er auf der Bundestagung in Prenglau fagte, durd das 
Veifpiel feiner Eltern gu der Auffaffung gefommen ift, dak die unverfalfdte 
Rehre Luthers feiner Glaubensiibergeugung entſpricht. Der Herr General 
Ludendorff und feine Frau haben darauf geantivortet, dak er feiner Glau- 
benSiibergeugung treu bleiben folle und dak das Haus Ludendorff nidt 
daran denfe ifn bon feinem Glauben abgubringen. Yn den Kampfgielen 
des Tannenbergbundes iiber den artgemaken deutſchen Gottesglauben fteht 
folgende3: Deutſcher Gottglaube und die ſittlichen Ydeale find geftaltet aus 
dem Blute. Zu ihnen guriidgufinden, ijt Rettung de3 Volkes vor Entartung. 
Mit deutſcher Ehrfurdt vor jeder fittliden GlaubenSiibergeugung und mit 
deutfder Duldfamfeit gehen mir den Weg der Vefreiung vom Fremdwerk. 
Aus Ddiefem fpricht eine Hobe fittlide AUufgabe. Wenn mir Tannenberger 
Heute dem Volfe fagen, dag von den Lutherfangeln ungablige getaufte Yuden 
und Freimaurer predigen, fo haben wir ein Recht hiergu. Wir Haren aud 
Dariiber auf, daß der Hochgradfreimaurer und Rofenfreuger PMtelandthon 
den Proteftanti8mus in der Augsburger RKonfeffion an Rom verraten fat. 
Die Beweiſe Hiergu bringt Herr P. 7. RM. Otto Petras, Wobhlau, in feiner 
Sdrift „Der Proteftantismus auf dem Wege nad Rom“. Aukerdem wird 
heute in der proteftantijden Kirde der Kampf Luthers mider die Yuden 
unterfdlagen; ja fie lehrt vielmebr, dak die Yuden das auserwählte Volt 
Gottes find. Wir danfen fiir diefe3 auserwählte Volf. Bum Gliid gibt e3 
auc) nod) deutidglaubige Pajtoren, wenn auch wenige. Go predigte g. B. 
Serr P. B. am 18. Yanuar [1930] folgende3: „Das Alte Teftament muß 
abgefdafft werden; es ift rein jiidifd. Das Neue Teftament mu ergangt 
twerden durch die Werke groker deutſcher Geijtesfiirjten, von denen wir 
genug haben. Schuld an unſerm Ungliid find die Yuden, Diffidenten [Frei- 
maurer?] und die fatholijde Kirche.“ Wir Tannenberger find fiir diefen 
Paftor begeiftert, der den Mut findet, die Wahrheit gu fagen. Die meiften 
Paftoren wollen aber heute die Cinigung mit Mom, wie g.B. der Gerr 
Guperintendent K. Die proteftantijde RKirde wird heute bon den eigenen 
Geiftlidjen an Rom berraten. Zum Schluß fei nod gefagt, dak die Tannen- 
berger, die aus der Kirche ausgetreten find, nicht gottlo3 find. Hierüber 
fann man nur urteilen, wenn man die religionSphilofophifden Werke der 
Frau Dr. Mathilde Ludendorff gelefen Hat und nicht blindlings bas nach⸗ 
fpridjt, twas die Beitungen berichten, die entiveder jüdiſch oder freimau- 
rerijd oder jefuitijd geleitet werden. Go weit der Brief. Cine Antwort 
bon ſachkundiger Seite wäre um fo DanfenStwerter, al der Tannenberg- 
bund in manden Gemeinden vordringlide Propaganda treibt. Cin Wort 
in Dem Brief fagt ja genug, das Wort von den ,getauften Yuden’ auf drift- 
liden Rangeln. Abgeſehen von der fichtlidjen itbertreibung, fo waren be- 
fanntlich alle Upoftel .getaufte Yuden‘, Paulus und Yohannes und Petrus. 
Will aud diefe der Tannenbergbund nicht gelten laffen? Dann galte von 
ifm das Wort Chrifti an feine Wpoftel: Wer euch veradhtet, der veradhtet 
mid; wer aber mid) veradjtet, der veradjtet den, der mid) gefandt fat. 
Dagu war JEſus felbft nad feinem Volk ein Jude, und fic) meinte er mit 
dem Wort: Das Heil fommt bon den Yuden.‘ GSiehe aud des Pilatus 
überſchrift: IEſus von Nagareth, der Yuden Konig.‘ “ 3. T. M. 
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Altchriſtliche Stidte und Landfdaften. I. Antiodeia. Won D. Dr. 
Viktor Sdhulge, Profeffor an der Univerfitit Greifswald. Mit 
95 Ubbilbungen. Drud und Verlag von C. BertelSmann in Gütersloh. 
1930. XIV und 378 Seiten 6X9, in Leinwand mit Goldtitel gebunden. 
Preis: M. 20. 


Der Verfaffer gilt als eine der erften, wenn nicht die erfte, Autoritét auf dem 
Gebiet der altchriftliden Archäologie und Topographie. Wir haben ſchon cinen 
Band feines umfaffenden Werkes über „Altchriſtliche Städte und Landſchaften“, 
der Kleinaſien behandelte, vor einigen Jahren in ,Lehre und Wehre“ beſprochen, 
und nun bat er einen neuen, pridtigen Band erfdeinen laffen über Antiochien 
in Syrien. Unter den Grofftidten de’ Often beanfpructe Antiocheia eine be- 
fondere Bedeutung, wie jeder weiß, der fic) mit der Weltgefdidte der damaligen 
Seit, mit der Hellenifierung der im ſyriſchen Reich befdloffenen Fremdvölker und 
dem griechiſchen Geiftesleben befchaftigt hat. Und in diefen Boden tritt ſchon 
frith das Chriftentum ein. Ein widtiger Teil feiner alteften Geſchichte bewegt fid 
in Untiodien, wie Apoft. 12, 19 ff.; Rap. 18—15; Gal. 2, 11 ff. geigen. Diefe 
Grofftadt war ja aud der Ort, wo die Glaubigen guerft Chriften genannt wur- 
den, Upoft. 12, 26. Und diefeS wichtige und intereffante Gebiet ftelt nun Sdulge 
dar. Der erfte Teil des Werkes behandelt das Königreich Syrien, der zweite die 
timifde Proving Syrien, der dritte die inneren Buftiinde, der vierte die Rirde 
und der fiinfte das Ende. Befonder$ intereffiert uns natürlich der vierte Teil, 
wo in eingelnen Rapiteln unter anderm dargeftellt werden der geiftlide Kreis, 
die kirchliche WobhlfahrtsSpflege, die neue Humanität, die theologifdhe Wiffenfdaft, 
die kirchliche Runft, der Untergang des Heidentum$ uf. Das Bud ift darum 
ebenfo wertvoll fiir den Exegeten und Archäologen wie fiir den Hiftorifer. Jn 
dem Rapitel itber die theologifdhe Wiffenfdaft werden gum Beifpiel folgende 
Puntte und Perfonen behandelt: theologifde Unterridtsanftalten, Vertreter der 
theologifden Wiſſenſchaft: Lukianos, Dorotheos, Antiocheniſche Schule, Diodoros, 
Theodoros, Polychronios, Chryfoftomos, Theodoretos, Hieronymus. Jeder Theo- 
log bat fic) ſchon irgenwie mit dem 1 Lim. 5 ausführlich befehriebenen Witwen- 
inftitut befakt. Schultze zeigt recht deutlid), weShalb dieſes Inſtitut in der Kirche 
fallengelaffen tourde. Gr ſchreibt: „Im Stande der Witwen herrſchten gur Zeit 
des Chryfoftomos” (aljo im vierten Jahrhundert) „üble Zuſtände. Die Mehrzahl 
waren alte, giftige Schelterinnen; fie flagen, fordern, fchimpfen, two fie ihre 
Wünſche nicht erfüllt finden. Reine ginnt der andern etwas. Bei der Aufnahme 
wird oft leichtfertig verfabren. Auf diefe Weife gelingt es Diebinnen und Be- 
triigerinnen, Eingang gu finden. Es feblte aud nidt an foldjen, die au Ehemin- 
netn ein Verhältnis unterbielten und in das Familienleben zerſtörend eindrangen. 
Denn neben alten befanden fic) aud) junge Witwen in diefem Kreiſe, die nod 
verführeriſche Reize beſaßen. Sie trieben fic) bettelnd und fdwakend auf dem 
Marte umber und ſchändeten den Namen Chrifti. Die Mahnung, daß jüngere 
Frauen in den Stand der Witwen nicht aufgenommen werden follten, ſcheiterte 
an det Wirklicfeit, da geredjterweife dod immer nur von Fall gu Fall entidieden 
werden konnte. Die Kirche felbft hatte von ihrem asketiſchen Lebensideal aus 
cin Intereſſe daran, die zweite Ehe möglichſt gu hindern, was aber erfolgreich nur 
Gefdeben tonnte, wenn fie die in diefer Gefahr ftehenden Witwen aus dem Welt: 
leben herausnahm und dem unter ihrer Aufficht ftehenden ,Stande einordnete.“ 
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(S. 239 f.) Und foldhe und andere Ausführungen werden aus den Schriften der 
betreffenden Beit, wie bier aus Chryfoftomos’ ,Vom Prieftertum’ und den fo- 
genannten ,Apoftolifden RKonftitutionen” belegt. Und gu der Schilderung fommt 
nun nod reider, pridtiger Bilderſchmuck. Das ganze Werk ift auf Glangpapier 
gedrudt, fo dak fic) die Illuſtrationen gut abbeben, und wenn man dann auf 
Seite 252 f. die Kelche, die Silberfannen, die euchariſtiſchen Gegenftiinde, die Buch: 
dedel uſw. betradtet, fo gewinnt man wirklich eine BVorftellung von dem da- 
maligen Leben und der damaligen Zeit im alten Untiodien. 
&. Fürbringer. 

Familiar Talks with Students of the Greek New Testament. By 

Prof. Jacob Van der Meulen, A. M., D. D. Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub- 

lishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 144 pages, 5%,X8. Price, $2.00. 

We have found this a very interesting book. Its general scope and 

plan reminds one of Robertson, The Minister and His Greek New Testa- 
ment, although the contents are altogether different. The author offers 
eighteen “familiar talks” on the language, the manuscripts, the transla- 
tions, and the canon of the New Testament. In a fascinating manner 
he shows that the dry rules of grammar serve to bring out the very life 
of the text, help us to grasp its full meaning, and throw an interesting 
and novel light on many familiar passages. To acquaint our readers 
with the style of the author, we quote a few paragraphs from chapter VI, 
“The Greek Tenses,” p. 48 ff.: “May I suggest here an illustration that 
has been very helpful to me in the appreciation of the peculiar significance 
of each of these tenses? It is taken from the field of photography. The 
imperfect tense is the ‘time exposure.’ The picture was being taken. The 
lens was still open. Think of a moving picture, and the idea is quite 
up to date.— The aorist is the ‘snap-shot.’ The picture was taken. The 
lens snapped, and all was over. There was no progressive action. 
whole thing was the work of a moment.— The perfect is the ‘proof,’ or 
the developed picture. We see nothing of the action, but here is the evi- 
dence that something has taken place. Here is the effect of the action 
continuing still.” As an example the author quotes Matt. 9,2: “They 
were bringing him to Jesus,” this imperfect including the detailed descrip- 
tion of Mark 2,1—4. Then he shows how the meaning of the verb would 
change, had Matthew employed either the aorist or the perfect. Another 
interesting chapter treats the question, Did Jesus speak Greek? We en- 
joyed reading the book. TH. LAETSCH. 


Beliefs That Matter. A Theology for Laymen. By William Adams 
Brown, Ph. D., D. D. Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York, N.Y. 1928. 
333 pages, 8X51%. Price, $2.75. 

“No man putteth a piece of a new garment upon an old. If other- 
wise, ... the piece that was taken out of the new agreeth not with the 
old.” You cannot make the teachings of infidelity and the teachings of 
the Bible agree. The resultant theology makes no sense. The theology 
of plain infidelity Jesus was a mere man, and the Bible is wrong in 
teaching otherwise — at least makes sense. But the theology of moderate 
Liberalism, which would retain the Biblical terms, but give them the 
rationalistic meaning, does not even make sense. It puts too much of 
a strain on the intelligence of the layman (and of the theologian). No 





ee ee es a ae i 


) i 


Book Review. — Qiteratur. 475 


intelligent layman will believe that the Bible means what Dr. Brown’s 
book would make it mean. The Bible states plainly that Jesus is true 
God. Dr. Brown sews this rag on the good garment: “The fact that Jesus 
is the supreme self-manifestation of God, revealing God’s purpose for 
humanity through the expression of His character in terms of human life, 
is expressed in the doctrine of the deity of Christ.... When we say that 
Jesus is God incarnate, it is our way of reminding ourselves that, in 
Jesus, God is teaching us by example. Bible and Church may tell us 
in words so plain as to admit of no mistake what we must do to be saved. 
But if there had been no Jesus, the telling would not have sufficed. We 
must see the ideal life realized in the person of one who has lived it” 
(p. 106). “When we affirm our faith in the deity of Christ, we mean, 
1) that Jesus helps us to understand more clearly than we could have 
done in any other way what God is like, and 2) that He helps to make 
real to us, as could be done in no other way, what God is doing” (p. 113). 
“When we say that we believe in the deity of Christ, we do not mean 
that God is in Jesus quantitatively, as one can put jewels in a box, but 
that He is in Him qualitatively, as the sun’s light is in the sun’s rays” 
(p.115). The intelligent layman will refuse to accept the Biblical state- 
ment that Jesus is God as meaning that Jesus was in some way like God. 
What becomes of the doctrine of the atonement after Dr. Brown has 
patched it? “Of man, too, it is true that atonement is primarily not 
something done for him from without, but something that happens within 
him” (p. 135). “The obedience of Christ on Calvary is not intended to be 
a substitute for our obedience, but to help make it possible” (p. 137). 
Dr. Brown is ready to accept Professor Machen’s fine statement (Chris- 
tianity and Liberalism, pp. 126—128) : “When we come to see that it was 
no mere man who suffered on Calvary, but the Lord of Glory, then we 
shall be willing to say that one drop of the precious blood of Jesus is 
of more value, for our own salvation and for the hope of society, than 
all the rivers of blood that have flowed upon the battle-fields of history.” 
But the intelligent layman is asked to find this sense in it: “Unless 
Christ’s suffering on Calvary was more than a mere example of human 
heroism, unless it was the revelation in human form of some deep prin- 
ciple inwrought into the nature of things, unless in this whole matter 
of redemption through suffering God Himself is concerned, what hope is 
there of any future for civilization?” (p. 141.) But what atonement 
really means is stated thus: “So we would add to Professor Machen’s 
three hymns a fourth, which is necessary to bring out the Christian 
doctrine of atonement in its completeness: ‘Must Jesus bear the cross 
alone And all the world go free? No, there’s a cross for every one, And 
there’s a cross for me.’” (See also the statement quoted above from 
page 106.) “Jesus saves us” means: We save ourselves, — that is, if 
we are in need of salvation. “As long as man is a religious being, hearing 
in the warnings of conscience the voice of One greater than himself, he 
will experience the fact of sin, if not in himself, at least in others, and 
be compelled to deal with it” (p. 129). Dr. Brown found common ground 
with a Mohammedan for the discussion of the doctrine of the Trinity. 
“That same evening I chanced to find myself alone with the Moham- 
medan. It was suggested that the truth for which the doctrine of the 
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Trinity stands was not a recondite mystery concerning the nature of God 
in Himself, but the summary of certain facts of which we have first- 
hand evidence in experience; namely, the fact that the Supreme Being 
whom Mohammedans and Christians alike recognize as Creator has given 
us, in the person of Jesus, whom Mohammedans as well as Christians 
revere, our clearest revelation of what He is like; and the further fact 
that this same God, by His Spirit, imparts to our human spirits intima- 
tions regarding the ideal which He wishes us to realize and gives us 
strength for the life which He wishes us to lead. When we parted, after 
interchange of thought along these lines, it was with the mutual recog- 
nition that, great as were our differences, there was a common ground 
of religious experience on which we both could meet” (p.171). It cer- 
tainly requires superintelligence to follow Dr. Brown. The difficulty in- 
volved in the modernistic theory of the Bible is brought out squarely 
thus: “But if the Bible records such widely different stages of spiritual 
development, how are we to discriminate between them? How can we 
tell what part of the Bible is revelation and what is setting?” The lay- 
man is bound to ask that question. This is the solution of the difficulty: 
“There is one very simple and effective way to do this. It is to bring 
everything the book contains into touch with the central personality in 
whom its story culminates — the Lord Jesus Christ” (p. 226). That 
and nothing more. There is no attempt made to show how this test is 
to be applied. All is left to the subjective judgment of the individual. 
It is a phrase hiding a void. One more instance regarding the Sacra- 
ments: “This experience of discovering God in His handiwork is only 
one illustration of a principle of wider application — the presence of God 
in all nature. The special sacraments of the water and the bread are 
capable of becoming the instruments through which the grace of God 
is mediated to man only because all nature has sacramental significance 
or, in other words, is itself the outward and visible sign of an inward 
and spiritual presence. ... We need some sign to make real to the senses 
the spiritual reality in which we believe, the ring to consecrate the mar- 
riage bond, the seal to ratify the completed agreement, the flag to typify 
the spiritual bond which unites us as citizens of our country. So the 
ritual of baptism reminds us of God’s gracious offer of forgiveness, and 
the bread and wine of His power to remake and renew” (p. 250).—If 
the layman should refuse to accept the impossible theology of Dr. Brown, 
Dr. Brown will not quarrel with him. For Dr. Brown is not at all sure 
of his case. He does advocate definite beliefs. He speaks of “the need 
of definite belief” (p.10), repudiates “the attempts to justify a creedless 
religion,” states that “the importance of theology consists in the fact 
that it helps us to define the beliefs which make a difference for life,” 
and gives his book the title it bears. Yet we find such statements as 
these: “So our doctrines about Jesus Christ are true, not because they 
present us with final definitions which must be accepted without change 
as meaning the same thing to all men, but as pointing us to a reality 
transcending all definition, which each generation must experience for 
itself” (p.104). “It is just because the sacrament is capable of so many 
and such varying meanings that it retains its perennial vitality” (p. 275). 
Changing truth, changing changelessness! (A future edition of Beliefs 
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That Matter should carry as motto these two statements of the Chris- 
tian Century, the liberal organ: “Modernism is a different way of ex- 
pressing that which is the continuing element in the Christian Church” 
[May 14, 1925]. “The Christ of the Fundamentalist is one Christ; the 
Christ of Modernism is another. The Bible of Fundamentalism is one 
Bible; the Bible of Modernism is another” [January 3, 1924].) 

TH. ENGELDER. 


Humanism. By William P. King. Published by the Cokesbury Press, 
Nashville, Tenn. 298 pages, 5%, X81. Price, $2.25. 


Humanism, the pagan reaction to materialistic science and the new 
psychology, has come to stay. Its spirit is well expressed by Alexander 
Pope: “Know, then, thyself and think not God to scan; The proper study 
of mankind is man.” Also in its modern American form it exalts the 
merely human, holding that we ought to believe in man rather than God 
and that the chief end of man is to glorify man. Through it runs a self- 
sufficiency of humanity to accomplish its own salvation, unaided by any 
power from above. 

In this collection of essays, humanism is traced to its sources in the 
writings of John Dewey and Dr. E.S. Ames and through the contributions 
of Lippmann, Dietrich, Crutch to its principal representatives to-day, 
Prof. Irving Babbitt and Dr. Paul Elmer More. 

So much does humanism emphasize the reliance on human effort for 
improving social conditions that it almost completely eliminates God. 
“There is almost nothing upon the destruction of which leading human- 
ists seem so determined as any vital belief in God as a superhuman in- 
telligent Being worthy of human faith and fellowship” (p.55). Prayer 
in the mouth of a humanist would be addressed as follows, “O Thou Ob- 
jectification of our highest ideals!” “O Thou Projection of our subli- 
mated libido!” “O Thou Symbol of the highest social values!” “O Thou 
Personification, Idealization, and Glorification of the world, including 
humanity!” “OQ Thou Wish-being!” “O Thou Substantiated Abstrac- 
tion!” (p.62). In other words, no humanist will pray, since it is incon- 
ceivable that any one should be found saying, “O Thou Integrating Process, 
hallowed be Thy name.” He will not pray, “O Thou Principle of Concre- 
tion, forgive our sins” (p. 255). 

James Clark Maxwell, in the controversy of the last century, said: 
“There never was a theory of the universe that did not need a God to 
make it go.” The new humanism is no exception to this law. As far as 
it is a religion, it is a religion of despair. Mr. Bertrand Russell is quoted 
as admitting that as for this type of religion there is nothing to look 
forward to but “the trampling march of unconscious power,” “the slow, 
sure doom” which falls “on him and all his race, ... pitiless and dark.” 
Quite comparable with this famous utterance of Mr. Russell’s is Mr. Joseph 
Wood Krutch’s recent remarkably frank avowal of the despair which 
seems to him the logical outcome of the life without faith in God (p. 51). 

The importance of humanism as a movement in American life is so 
great that our pastors might well consult this present volume for its 
chief marks and tendencies. Unfortunately the viewpoint of the con- 
tributors is such as to render ineffective even the best philosophical ar- 
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gument. In seeking to eliminate points of difference in humanism and 
the Christian religion, one author protests against charging modern Chris- 
tianity with such doctrines as “that hell is a place of eternal torment 
for the wicked; that man is inherently evil and a worm of the dust; 
that there is a necessary antithesis between creation and evolution” (p.156). 
Again, Christianity is faulted — not by a humanist, mind you, but by 
a critic of that movement — for having “offered the compensations of 
celestial bliss as a palliative for terrestrial misery” (p. 167), so that the 
situation of these critics of humanism “is described by the epitaph on 
a Negro’s tombstone: ‘He fit a good fight, but his razor was dull’ ” (p. 269). 
As for the outcome of the present-day conflict between humanism and 
Christianity, we quote the following from the concluding essay (contrib- 
uted by the general editor and easily the best essay in the book): “The 
Irishman was asked if he were not afraid the wind would upset the stone 
wall he was building. He replied: ‘And, faith, it is two feet high and 
three feet wide; and if it upsets, it will be a foot higher than before.’ 
When you imagine that religious faith has been overturned, it has only 
been lifted higher” (p. 289). TH. GRAEBNEB. 


The Augsburg Confession. A Collection of Sources, with an Historical 
Introduction. By M. Reu, D. D. Wartburg Publishing House, Chi- 
cago, Ill. 798 pages, 5% X84. Price, $5.50, net. 

It may seem at first glance that this is a volume post festum; but 
this assumption is dispelled as soon as one begins to read the book and 
to compare the mass of information on sources which has here been made 
available in English translations of outstanding merit. The author has 
here brought together all the best material in the form of research which 
was done for the Augsburg quadricentennial celebration last year. The 
publishers are right in stating that we have in this book the most com- 
plete collection of sources on the Augsburg Confession ever published 
in the English language. All the pertinent documents concerning the 
origin and the history of the great Lutheran confession are here offered, 
even some discovered within the last year. Previous translations of docu- 
ments were carefully examined and revised for this volume, while others 
were newly translated by noted scholars, the author freely acknowledging 
his indebtedness to these men in his introduction. A feature of the his- 
torical section of the book is a detailed survey of the history of the Augs- 
burg Confession in the various countries of the world, including the 
mission-fields. The first part of the book contains the “Historical Intro- 
duction,” on 258 pages, the notes alone occupying almost 44 pages. The 
second part of the book presents “A Collection of Sources,” on 513 pages, 
the rest of the book being taken up with two complete indexes. Although 
the publishers offer an apology on account of the haste with which the 
work on this book had to be done, due to the amalgamation of publishing 
houses in the American Lutheran Church, the reviewer found no printer’s 
errors that are really serious. Every Lutheran pastor who desires to have 
up-to-date, authentic information on the Augsburg Confession should by 
all means add this volume to his shelf on Symbolics and History of 
Dogma. It will be a splendid book to place next to Schaff, Curtis, Krauth, 
Loy, Lindemann, Plitt, Neve, Schmauck, Pieper, Walther, Graebner, and 
the Concordia Triglotta. P. E. KRETZMANN. 
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Things New and Old. A Series of Sermons for Sunday Evenings and 
Other Occasions. By L. Buchheimer. Concordia Publishing House, 
St. Louis, Mo. 225 pages, 6X9. Price, $1.50. 


With the publication of these sermons the esteemed author has pro- 
vided another helpful volume for his brethren in the ministry. It con- 
tains thirteen sermons on the life of Moses, four on the prophet Jonah, 
eight on the Beatitudes, and seven on the Seven Letters to the Churches 
of Asia Minor. These sermons measure up to the reputation which the 
author has established during his long preaching career at Redeemer 
Church, St. Louis, and by his former contributions to homiletic literature. 
In the biographical series much valuable material has been compressed 
within the space of a few pages. The sermons on the Seven Letters will 
be welcomed for their clear and concise exposition of the texts and for 
their skilful and heart-searching applications. But in his discourses on 
the Beatitudes, those exceedingly difficult texts, the author does not seem 
to have been quite so successful. Especially in the treatment of the 
second part of the texts there is in several instances a lack of definiteness 
and exhaustiveness. Notwithstanding, Things New and Old is herewith 
heartily recommended to our clergy; for its contents reveal the author 
as a thorough Bible student, a conscientious sermonizer, and an expe- 
rienced pastor, who has attained great skill in employing the fruits of 
his pastoral experience in the pulpit. E. J. FRIEDRICH. 


Lutheriſches Miffionsjabréud fiir das Jahr 1931. Herausgegeben im Auf- 
trag der MiffionStonfereng in Sachſen durdh W. Gerber. 44. Jahr⸗ 
gang. H. G. Wallmann-Verlag, Leipzig. 153 Seiten 5X7%. Preis: 
M. 2.50. 

Auch diefer Jahrgang des ,Lutherifden Miſſionsjahrbuchs“ enthalt eine Un- 
zahl intereffanter und anregender Urtifel fiir MiffionSarbeit im allgemeinen und 
fiit die Tätigkeit der deutſchen MiffionSgefellfdaften im befonderen. Es wird 
aud eine überſicht dargeboten über amerifanifd- und ffandinadifd-lutherifde 
MiffionSarbeit im Jahre 1929. Nach einem Vorwort finden ſich folgende Artifel: 
oDie Herrlidteit deS HErrn” (D. Marahrens); „Die fulturelle und nationale 
Bedeutung der Miffionierung Germaniens fiir das deutſche Volts (D. Riidert); 
oLuthertum und Judenfrage“ (P. Lic. Runge); „Karl Mirbt als Miffionswiffen- 
ſchaftler“ (P. Lic. Straßer); „Mein Reich ift nicht von diefer Welt” (Dr. Eppe- 
lein); », Verdun’ — gur gegenwärtigen Miffionstatigteit in Indien“ (Pf. Ham- 
mitzſch). In weiteren Urtifeln wird dann eine Überſicht über evangelifde und 
lutheriſche MiffionSarbeit gelicfert.  Widhtig ift die Miffionsbibliograpbhie fiir 
1930. Gin Unbang enthalt Urtitel mehr prattifder Urt. Der Geſichtspunkt ift 
Det der deutſchen Volkskirche. Es ift gewif aller Ehren wert, dak die, deutfden 
Chriften trotz der tritben finangiellen age, in der fie fid) befinden, dod darauf 
bedadht find, ihre Miſſionspflicht gu erfitllen. BW. Arndt. 


Cingegangene Bücher. 
Die Heilung von Kranken durd Glaubensgebet. Mit Zeugniffen aus der 
Gegenwart. Bon Chriftoph Blumbhardt. Volksdienſt-Verlag, 
Leipzig. Preis: RKartoniert, M.2; gebunden, M. 3. 


Weg der Wahrheit. Bon Gerhard Terfteegen. 334 Seiten. Preis 
(gebunbden): M. 3.50. 
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Friedridh Bahn, SHhwerin in Medlenburg: 


Ym Dienft des Heiligen. Sammlung geiftlider UWmtsreden. Herausgegeben 
pon Bernhard Göſch. Bandé: KRonfirmationsreden. 199 
Seiten 54%2X8%. Preis: M.5. — Band7: Abendmahlsreden. 
143 Seiten 54%2X8%. Preis: M. 3.60. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 
Abingdon Press, New York, Cincinnati, Chicago: — 


How Lincoln Prayed. By William J. Johnstone. 116 pages, 5X7%. 
Price, $1.00. 


Jesus and Ourselves. By Leslie D. Weatherhead. With a questionnaire 
for group discussion. 284 pages, 5X7%. Price, $2.00. 


The Friendly Light and Other Story Sermons for Children. By Vir- 
ginia Greene Milliken. 118 pages, 5X74%. Price, $1.00. 


The Invisible Christ. By Ricardo Rojas. Translator: Webster JL. 
Browning. Introduction by Robert HB. Speer. 336 pages, 5X7%%. 
Price, $2.50. 


Ancient Fires on Modern Altars. By Adna Wright Leonard, one of 
the bishops of the Methodist Episcopal Church. 162 pages, 5X71. 
Price, $1.50. 


God in the Slums. By Hugh Redwood. Introduction by Hvangeline 
C. Booth, Commander, United States Forces of the Salvation Army. 
Fleming H. Revell Company, New York, Chicago, London, and Edin- 
burgh. 167 pages. Price, $1.25. 


Between Two Worlds. The Romance of Jesus. By Daniel A. Poling. 
Harper and Brothers, New York and London. 229 pages, 5X7%. 
Price, $2.00. 
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